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Kerala Gazette No. 42 dated 23rd October 1979 
PARTI 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
HOSPITAL WELFARE ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR THE GOVERNMENT 
AYURVEDA COLLEGIATE HOSPITAL , TRIPPUNITHURA 

ORDERS ISSUED . 


Health (D ) Department 
G. O. (Rt. ) No. 2784 /79 /HO . Dated, Trivandrum , 4th October 1979 . 


Read:-1. G. O. (Ms) 241/77 /HD . dated 25-10-1977. 
2. Letter No. A3/5901 /77 dated 13-9-1979 from the Principal, 

Ayurveda College, Trippunithua. 


ORDER 


Government are pleased to constitute a HospitalWelfare and Advisory 
Committee for the Government Ayurveda Collegiate Hospital, Trippunithura 
with the following members. 
1. District Collector 

Chairman 
2. Superintendent of Hospital 

Secretary 
3. Chairman , Trippunithura Municipality 
4. Principal, Ayurveda College, Trippunithura Official Member 
5 . Shri T. K. Ramakrishnan, M.L.A. 
6 . 

One representative each of Political Parties 
(i) C. V. Ouseph , C.P.I. (M ) Office, C.P.I. (M ) 

Trippunithura. 
(ii) C. P. Velayudhan , Chittanapillil C.P.I. 

House, Trippunithura . 
(iii) Shri M.M. Peter , Manjani Thuruthel, Kerala Congress 

Trippunithura. 
(iv ) Shri K. K. Ranganathan , Kalleril Indian National 

House, Nadakkavu , Udayamperoor. Congress (1 ) 
( v) Shri C. Appukuttan, Chettethu Veedu I.N.C. 

Poonithura. 
(vi) Shri K. P. Mohammed , Karadathu , Muslim League 

Kanjiramattom , 
634 
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(vii) Shri P. P. Abraham , Palliamthadathil, Indian Muslim 
Kanjiramattam . 

League 
( viii ) Advocate Jose Vithayathel, 

P.S.P. 
Kangorppalli, Alangadu via Alwaye 
(ix ) Shri A. A. Abdul Rahiman , President, Janatha 

Janatha Party, Ernakulam District 

Coa mittee . 
(x ) Shri B. Gopakumar, Advocate, High R.S.P. 

Court of Kerala Ernakulam . 
(xi) Shri K. Parameswaran Nair , Kazhangathu N.D.P. 

Veedu , Ponnurunny Cochin -19 . 
(i) Shui I. Kumaran, Govt. Hospital, 

Red Cross 
Trippunithura . 
( ii) Shri S. N. Pillai, President, Lions Club , 

Trippunithura. 
8. Shri M. Sethumadhavan , Janatha Mail, Journalist 

Cochin -682011 
9 . Smt. Meenakshy Narayanan , Vadagazhath Lady 

Veedu , Thekkumbhagam , Trippunithura. Representative 
10 . (i) Rev. Fr. Paul Chakkiyath , St. Mary s Two representatives 

Forane Church , Írippunithurr. from among the 
(ii) Thilakan Kavanal, K., Eroor ( P. O.) public engaged in 

public activities . 
11. District Indigenous Medical Officer, Ernakulam . 
12 . N S.S. Programme Officer, Ayurveda College, Trippunithura, 
13 . District Information Officer. 
14 . Executive Engineer, P.H.E.D. 
15 . Executive Engineer, Electrical Division , P.H.E.D. 
16 . Executive Engineer, Buildings Division , P.W D. 
17 . ( i) C. I. Paul, Representative of Medical Officers. 

(ii ) T. K. Eliyamma, Representative of Nurses. 
18. T. K.Reghuvaran , Representative of Nursing Assistant. 
2. The period of the Advisory Committee will be for three years from 
the date of this order. 


By order of the Governor, 
T. K. RAJALAKSHMI Devi, 

Under Secretary . 


To 


The Principal, Ayurveda College, Trippunithura . 
The District Collector, Ernakulam . 
The District Indigenous Medical Officer, Ernakulam . 


Kerala Gazette No. 42 dated 23rd October 1979 . 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour & Housing (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. ( Rt.) No. 994 /79 /L & H . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 18th July 1979 . 
The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dispute 
between the Secretary , Ulloor Printing and Publishing Workmen s Industrial 
Co-operative Society Ltd. No. S.IND ( T ) 231, Trivandrum -4 and their 
workmen viz. Smt. S. Sarojini, Panayil Veedu , Near Ulloor Bridge, 
Pattom P. O., Trivandrum -4 received by Government on 23-6-1979 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 
Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor, 
P. M.SREEVASUDEVA MENON , 

Deputy Secretary. 
in the Labour Court, Quilon 
Dated this the 17th day of May, 1979 

Present : 
SHRI ALFRED DANIEL B. A., B.L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 8/77 

Between 
The Secretary, Ulloor Printing and Publishing Workmen s Industrial Co 
operative Society Ltd. No. S.IND ( T ) 231, Trivandrum -4 . 

And 
The workman ofthe above concern viz. Smt. S. Sarojini, Panayil Veedu , 

Near Ulloor Bridge, Patiom P. O., Trivandrum - 4. 
Representations: 
Sri R. Somanathan , Advocate , 

For the Management- Society. 
Trivandrum . 
Sri R. Lekshmana Iyer, Advocate, For theWorkman . 
Trivandrum . 


GA . 384 / B . 
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case . 


AWARD 
The above Industrial Dispute between the Secretary, Ulloor Printing 
and Publishing Workmen s Industrial Co-operative Society Ltd. No. 
S.IND ( T ) 231, Trivandrum - 4 and the workman of the above concern viz . 
Smt. S. Sarojini, Panayil Veedu , Near Ullor Bridge , Pattom P. O., Trivan 
drum - 4 was referred to this Court for adjudication under Section 10 ( 1) (c) 
ofthe Industrial Disputes Act of 1947 as per order in G. O. (Rt.) No. 731771 
LBR dated 11-1-1977. 

The issue referred for adjudication is “ Denial of employment to 
Smt. S. Sarojini" . 

Smt. S.Sarojini by her claim statement has put forward the following 

She was employed by the opposite party as a compositor from 1965 . 
She went on maternity leave from 10-10-1975 and reported for duty on 
11-12-1975 and marked her attendance that day. But from 12-12-1975 she 
was denied work as she had complained before the concerned authorities for 
not having given her maternity benefit and minimum wages allowed for 
workers of printing presses. So the termination of her service is an act of 
victimisation on the part of the Management and is illegal and unjustifiable. 
Hence an award has to be passed directing the management to reinstate her 
with full back wages . 

The Opposite Party has filed a written statement raising the following 
contentions : Smt. S.Sarojini is not a workman and the opposite party is not 
her employer. So there is no industrial dispute and the order of reference is 
bad in law . The society is one registered under the Co-operative Societies 
Act and Smt. Sarojini is an A class member of the Society . The practice 
in the Society is to do job works by all or a few of the A class members of 
the Society according to requirements and to divide among those members 
who engage themselves in the work the net benefits derived by the Society in 
doing the work . Thus there is no employer-employee relationship between 
the Society and its members. She is not entitled to wages during maternity 
period because the question of wages does not arise for any period . There 
is no denial of work to her and as a member of the Society she is at liberty 
to come and do work when work is available and share the benefit there 
fom . Hence the claim of Smt. S.Sarojinighas to be rejected with costs to 
the opposite party . 

Smt. S. Sarojini has filed a replication denying the contentions taken in 
the written statement and clarifying that she was appointed in the press in 
1966 when she was not a member of the Society , that she became a member 
only subsequently , that she was recciving regular wages from the Society , 
that since the opposite party denied wages her during maternity leave 
and denied her work later there is an industrial dispute to be adjudicated 
upon by this Court and the order of reference is not bad and that in 
M.W. A. 28/75 by the order passed on 30-9-1977 the contention of the 
opposite party that she was not a workman was rejected and the opposite 
party was directed to pay Rs. 478.50 as arrears of pay . 
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The points that arise for consideration are: 
(1) Was their employer-employee relationship between the opposite 

party and the claimant? If so , was the claimant a workman ? 
(2) Was work denied to her from 12-12-1975 ? 
(3 ) Reliefs and costs? 

The evidence consists of Exts. Wi to W4 and the testimony of 
W.Ws. 1 and 2 only. 

Point 1 and 2.- The contentions regarding these points were not pressed 
before me by the learned counsel of the opposite party at the time of argu 
ments. That is because during the pendency of this case, Smt. S. Sarojini 
was allowed to join duty . That fact is sworn to by W. W. 2 and is not 
challenged in his cross -examination . Thatmust also be the reason why 
exactly the opposite party has not cared to adduce any evidence, either oral 
or documentary. Hence I answer these points in the affirmative . 

Point 3. - Since Smt. Sarojini hasbeen reinstated in service, the question 
remaining for consideration is regarding backwages from 12-12-1975 till she 
was reinstated in service. She has not pleaded or proved that she had no 
alternate employment during that period and that she made sincere efforts 
to nitigate the loss or damages. So as held in 1975 (2 ) L. L. J. 386 she is 
not entitled to backwages from the date of discharge up to the date of rein 
statement. I find accordingly . 

Since the claimant Smt. S. Sarojini has already been reinstated in ser 
vice there is now no Industrial Dispute between the parties. Following my 
finding above she is not entitled to backwages also . 

I therefore pass an award as indicated above. Parties to bear costs. 

This Award will take effect on the expiry of 30 days of its publication 
in the Kerala GovernmentGazette as enjoined in Section 17 A (1) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 

ALFRED DANIEL, 
Presiding Officer 


Appendix 


Witnesses examined on the side of the workman : 

W.W.1- Sarojini, S. 


W.W.2 - D . Vilaken Nair 


Witnesses examined on the side of the Management- Society : -Nil 


والے 1F1 : طفا ماما مرا 1 ة االسلةنام : -ميو JIT کرات از 1 مدة المسلسد اقاله 


ir.۳ 
راجرکیناده 
م 
هه 
ناکرات 


کا 
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PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour & Housing ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) NO . 87279| L & HD 

Dated, Trivandrum , 15th June, 1979, 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between Sri C. K. Govindankutty Nair, Sreekumar Buildings, Chalakudy 
and their workmen represented by Sri P. K. Yatheendra Menon , Puthen 
Kattoor House, Near Government Hospital, Chalakudy received by Government 
on 12-6-1979 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Dispute 
Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 


. By order of the Governor, 
P. M. SREEVASUDEVA MENON , 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Dated this the 5th day of June, 1979 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. Sc., B.L , 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 18 OF 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 671 of Quilon Labour Court and I. D. 4773 of Calicut 

Labour Court ) 

Between 
SHRI C. K.GOVINDANKUTTY NAIR , 
Sreekumar Buildings, Chalakudy 

And 
SIX WORKMEN REPRESENTED BY 
Sri P. K. Yatheendra Menon , Puthen Kattoor House, 

Near Government Hospital, Chalakudy. 
Representations : 

Shri M. Venugopalan , 
Advocate , Trichur- 1. 

For Management. 
Shri M. Ramachandran , 
Advocate, Cochin - 17 . 

For Workmen, 


GA. 369 MC. 


AWARD 


રી 


This reference was made by Government as per G. O. RT. No.657|71 |LSWD 
dated 3-4-1971 to the Quilon Labour Court where it was filed as I. D. 6 of 
1971. Later it was transferred to the Calicut Labour Court. That Court 
re -filed the case as I. D. 47 of 1976. Thereafter it was transferred to this 
Court and assigned the present number. 

2. Shri C. K. Govindankutty Nair described as the employer in the 
reference is the son of Late Shri Kumaran Nair . Kumaran Nair admittedly 
was Contractor. He died on 6-5-1970. At the time of his death he 
admittedly was executing the work of Kulamavu Dam on the basis of a contract 
undertaken with the Kerala State Electricity Board . 

3. Alleged denial of work to six workers by Shri Govindankutty Nair 
is the subject matter of the dispute . The claim statement on behalf of the 
workman is filed by Shri P. K. Yatheendra Menon , one of the six workers. 
In that statement it is stated . that the claim of Shri K. S. Jacob , workman 
No. 3 in the reference, is not pursued for the reason that he is even now in 
the continuous employment of the employer. The claim advanced in relation 
to the remaining five is that they were employed as clerks, maistries etc., 
by Shri Kumaran Nair in his establishment at various places continuously 
till his death for considerable length of time and that even after the death 
of Shri Kumaran Nair they were continuing as employees under Shri 
Govindankutty Nair till 31-5-1970 and that thereafter they were denied 
work on their refusal to sign receipts in token having received compensation 
for their past services without actually receiving the same as was desired 
by Shri Govindankutty Nair . Hence their claim for reinstatement with arrears 
of hack wages. 

4. Shri Govindankutty Nair in his written statement disputes the authority 
of Shri Yatheendra Menon to represent the other workmen . He further 
contends that these workmen were never employed by Shri Kumaran Nair 
or himself . There was no necessity or occasion for insisting of receipts 
from these persons that they were not employed under him or his late father 
Kumaran Nair . This dispute is raised without any basis and the benefit 
claimed cannot be granted. 

5. Shri Yatheendra Menon has filed replication traversing the conten 
tions raised in the written statement and asserting that he has authority 
to represent the other workmen . 


6. The evidence in the case was closed even before it was transferred to 
this court. That consists of the testimony of ww1 to WW4, MW1 to MW3, 
Exts. W1 to W9 and Exts. M1 to Ext. M6 ( 3 ) . 


7. In the nature of the pleadings summarised above it follows that the 
main points arising for consideration are ( 1 ) Whether these workmen were 
employees of Shri Kumaran Nair; ( 2 ) Whether they were continuing 


as 
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employees under Shri Govindankutty Nair ; ( 3 ) Whether they were denied 
work as alleged and ( 4 ) Are the workers entitled to reinstatement or in 
the alternative other reliefs . 

8 Point No. 1 : It is upto the workmen to establish that they were 
employees of Shri Kumaran Nair till his death . It is common case that Shri 
Kumaran Nair died on 6-5-1970. It is further admitted by both sides that 
Shri Kumaran Nair at the time of his death was engaged in the construction 
of Kulamavu Dam and he had engaged large number of workmen in con 
nection with that construction . In the claim statement the workmen did 
not specify the details of the posts held individually by them . This lacuna 
was pointed out in the written statement . Even then these workmen did 
not try to clarify the position in the rejoinder filed by them . In the rejoinder 
it was stated that this aspect will be amplified at the stage of evidence. 
What is attempted to prove at the stage of evidence is that Shri Kumaran Nair 
had several establishments including various contract works at different parts 
of the State and a group of estates in addition to some other construction 
of his own . Of the 5 workers on whose behalf the claim is being pursued 
four have given evidence as wwi to WW4. They have limited their evidence 
to their individual claims. The remaining workman s case therefore is not 
seen to have been pursued at the stage of evidence . The workmen have 
distinct and separate claims regarding their employment and therefore 
I have to hold that Shri K. K. Names , workman No. 6 in the reference , who 
did not come forward to give evidence in support of his claim , has no valid 
claim to be pressed. Therefore I shall limit my discussions to the remaining 
four persons, viz ., Ms. P. K. Yatheendra Menon , K. A. Mathew , A. P.Madhavan 
and K. C. Joseph, who are respectively workmen Nos. 1, 2 , 4 and 5 in the 
reference. 


9. The four workers Sarvasree K. A. Mathew , K. C. Joseph , Yatheendra 
Menon and A. P. Madhavan have given evidence respectively as wwi to WW4. 
They attempted to say that Shri Kumaran Nair had subsisting contracts at 
the time of his death at various places including Kulamavu . The stand takes 
up by the employer is that the contract work at Kulamavu was the only 
work undertaken by Shri Kumaran Nair and subsisted at the time of his 
death . It is the further case of the employer that the contract at Kulamavu 
was terminated by the Electricity Board as per Ext. M2 scon after Shri 
Kumaran Nair s death . The correctness of the contention that the construc 
tion of Kulamavu Dam was not continued by Kumaran Nair s legal heirs is 
not seriously questioned at the stage of evidence . There is also no possibi 
lity for disputing the correctness of the same in the face of Ext. M2. We 
have also Exts . M3 and M4 certificates issued by the authorit of the 
Electricity Board from which it can be seen that Shri Kumaran Nair had 
undertaken only the work for the construction of Kulamayı Dam at the 
time of his death under the Electricity Board. The genuineness of those 
certificates are also not in dispute . So the attempt made by the workmen 
to show that they were employed by Shri Kumaran Nair at Ana Irangal 
in the construction of a dam there by Shri Kumaran Nair cannot advance 
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their case in any way. As a matter of fact the claims advanced by ww1, 
WW2 and WW4 in their testimony is that they were working at Kulamavu 
at the time of Kumaran Nair s sudden demise. What is spoken to by WW3 
is that he was mostly employed at the estates of Shri Kumaran Nair and 
that at the time of Shri Kumaran Nair s death he was in charge of the 
construction of a theatre at Chalakudy for Kumaran Nair . There is only 
the interested evidence of these individual workman in support of their respec 
tive claims that they were employed by Shri Kumaran Nair. It is pertinent 
to note that ww1 to WW4 do not corroborate each other on these claims. 
In other words there are only uncorroborated individual claims of these 
witnesses that they were employees of Shri Kumaran Nair . 


for 


10. Some documents are relied on by these 

workmen & s evidence 
corroborating their testimony. But none of these documents can be accepted 
as safe basis for corroborating their evidence. Ext. W3, a certificate issued 
hy the Executive Officer of the Mankada Panchayat , is to the effect that 
Shri P. K. Yatheendra Menon paid profession tax in that Panchayat 
the half year ending 30-9-1969. What is attempted to be made out by the 
production of this certificate is that wW3 was working at Mankada during 
that period . It may be possible to draw such an inference on the basis of 
Ext. W3. But that does not mean that he was employed by Shri Kumaran Nair 
at Mankada during the relevant time. There is no other document in 
support of the claim of WW3, who is workman No. 1 in the reference. 
Therefore it follows that workman No. 1 Shri P. K. Yatheendra Menon has 
not succeeded in establishing that he was eroployed by Shri Kumaran Nair . 


11. Workman No. 2 Shri K. A. Mathew examined as wwi relies on Ext. 
W5, a pass alleged to have been issued to him on behalf of Kumeran Nair 
to have entry to the protected area of Kulamavu Dam site. In Ext. W5 
his address is shown as Co. Kumaran Nair, Contractor. The genuineness 
of this card is not proved in evidence. Ext. W8 is a motice issued by Shri 
Govindankutty Nair, who has been examined as MW1 in the case, to ww1 
in which he was threatened with a litigation if payment is not made on the 
basis of a promissory note executed by him in favour of Shri Kumaran Nair. 
It is admitted that the threatened suit was later filed . The case advanced 
by ww1 is that the promissory note was executed in consideration of the 
excess amount received by him from Shri Kumaran Nair in connection 
with his employment. For this matter there is no evidence . So Ext. W8 
is not relevant at all . Another document relied on by wwi is Ext. W6, 
a profession tax receipt. This also has the same effect as that of Ext. W3 
of which reference was earlier made. Other documents relied on by the 
workman have no bearing on the matter in controversy. It follows that 
there is no acceptable evidence oral or documentary in support of the claims 
of these workmen that they were employed by late Shri Kumaran Nair. 


12. Ext. M5 is an attested copy of an advertisement published by the 
Kerala State Electricity Board in the leading newspapers inviting claims 
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of persons employed by Shri Kumaran Nair for settlement. If, as a matter 
of fact these workmen were employees of Shri Kumaran 

Nair then they 
would naturally have advanced their claims before the Electricity Board in 
answer to Ext. M5 publication . It is argued before me on 

behalf of the 
workmen that they were continuing their employment 

under Shri 
Govindankutty Nair and therefore they had no necessity for advancing their 
claims when Ext. M5 publication was made. But I have to point out that 
this argument cannot be accepted as Ext. M5 was dated 9-11-1970 and the 
alleged denial of employment was towards the end of May 1970. So I have 
no hesitation to hold and I hold that these workmen were not employed 
by Shri Kumaran Nair . 


was 


13. Point Nos . 2 and 3 : There was no occasion for these employees to 
have continued under Shri Govindankutty Nair as they were not employees 
of Kumaran Nair. There is also no evidence worth the name from which 
it can be said that these workmen were continuing under Shri Govindankutty 
Nair . The case advanced by the workmen that Shri Govindankutty Nair was 
continuing the establishment which his father had is also not proved . One 
case advanced by the workers is that Shri Kumaran Nair had undertaken 
the construction of a bridge over Mahi river and that work was continued 
by Shri Govindankutty Nair . But it can be seen from Ext. Mi agreemeat 
in connection with that contract that it was an independent contract work 
undertaken by Shri Govindankutty Nair in October 1970, i.e., after the 
death of Shri Kumaran Nair . From the available evidence it can be seen 
that the only contract work which Shri Kumaran Nair had at the time of 
his death was the construction of Kulamavu Dam . That contract 
terminated by the Electricity Board . Therefore it follows that the establish 
ment of Shri Kumaran Nair as such did not continue. Much reliance is 
placed by the workmen on Ext. W7 wherein Shri Kumaran Nair s photo 
graph was published in connection with his second death anniversary by 
"Kumaran Nair and Sons" . The argument is that there was a firm by 
the name Kumaran Nair and Sons which continued even after his death . 
MW1 has given evidence that there was no such firm . There is also no case 
that the establishments that existed at the time of Shri Kumaran Nair s 
death were managed by a partnership Kumaran Nair and Sons. The 
explanation given by Mw1 is that a new partnership " Kumaran Nair Sons" 
was registered after the death of Shri Kumaran Nair and it is that partnership 
which caused the publication in Ext. W7 and that by mistake it was printed 
as Kumaran Nair and Sons. Whatever it be this publication cannot be 
treated as basis to uphold the claims advanced by the workmen . I there 
fore find both these points against the workmen and in favour of the Manage. 
ment. 


14. Point No. 4 : From the findings on the other points it necessarily 
follows that the workmen are not entitled to the relief of reinstatement or any 
other relief in the alternative . In the result an award is passed to the 
effect that the workmen are not entitled to any reliefs, 
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15. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 


Ernakulam , 
5-6-1979. 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer . 


Appendix 


Witnesses examined on the Workmen s side : 

WW1 Shri K. A. Mathew . 
WW2 K. C. Joseph. 
WW3 P. K. Yatheendra Menon). 
WW4 A. P. Madhavan . 
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Witnesses examined on the Management s side: 

MW1 Shri C. K. Govindankutty Nair . 
MW2 P. V. Thomas. 
MW3 M. v . George. 


91 


** 
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3) 
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. 


Exhilits marked on the Workmen s side : 
Ext. w1. A letter dated 27-11-1962 from Shri C. Kumaran Nair . 
W2. A statement dated 21-11-1962 showing the date of entry into 

service, pay etc., of five employees . 
W3. A certificate dated 30-5-1972 issued by the Executive Officer, 

Mankada Panchayat . 
W4. Voucher No. 8952 dated 1-2-1969 of Shri C. Kumaran Nair. 
W5. Voucher No. 8674 dated 27-1-1969 of Shri C. Kumaran Nair 
W6. Voucher No. 8675 dated 27-1-1969 of Shri C. Kumaran Nair. 
W7. A photograph of late Shri C. Kumaran Nair published in 

the Mathrubhoomi Daily dated 6-5-1972. 
W8. A letter dated 10-12-1971 issued to Shri Mathew by Shri 

Govindankutty Nair . 
W9. A card dated 28-4-1965 from C. Kumaran Nair & Company 

to Shri A. K. Velayudhan . 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext. M1. Contract agreement No. SE4 70-71 between Shri 

C. K. Govindankutty Nair and the Public Works Department 

of the Government of Kerala . 
M2. A letter dated 28-7-1970 from the Kerala State Electricity 

Board to Mrs. c . Kumaran Nair, 
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Ext. M3. A certificate dated 13-9-1976 issued by the Executive Engineer , 

Kulamavu Dam Division to Shri c . K. Govindankutty Nair . 
M4. A certificate dated 13-9-1976 issued by the Executive Engineer , 

Kulamavu Dam Division to Shri C. K. Govindankutty Nair. 
M5. Certified extract of a notice published in the Kerala Kaumudi 

dated 12-11-1970, issued by the State Librarian, Trivandrum 

Public Library. 
M6. ( 1 ) True copy of a letter dated 29-12-1970 from N. Baianu to 

the Executive Engineer , Kulamavu Dam Division . 
M6. ( 2 ) A letter dated 1-1971 from the Executive Engineer, 

Kulamavu Dam Division to the Officer Commanding, 

Clo . 99 A. P. O. with copy to Shri C. K.Govindankutty Nair. 
M6. ( 3 ) A letter dated 1-1971 from the Executive Engineer, 

Kulamavu Dam Division to Sri K. P. Madhavan Nair 
with copy to Shri C. K. Govindankutty Nair . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour & Housing ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 803 |79|L & H. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 30th May 1979. 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Proprietor of New Swaraj Bus Service , Kandassankadavu P. O., 
Trichur and their workmen represented by the Secretary, Trichur District Road 
Transport Employees Union , Machingal Lane, Trichur- 1 received by Govern 
ment on 3-5-1979 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Goveraor , 
P. M. SREEVASUDEVA MENON , 

Deputy Secretary to Government. 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Dated this the 27th day of April, 1979 


Present 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.Sc., B.L., 

Presiding Officer 


in 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 19/1979 
(Old No. 63 of 1976 of Calicut Labour Court ) . 

Between 

THE PROPRIETOR , 
New Swaraj Bus Service, Kandassankadavu P. O., 

Trichur District 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
of the establishment represented by the Secretary, Trichur 
District Road Transport Employees Union, Machingal Lane, Trichur- i. 
Representations : 

Shri K. Sidharthan , 
Advocate , Thtichur. 

For Management 
Shri P. K. Asokan , 
Advocate, Trichur- 3. 

For Union . 
GA. 364|MC. 


+ 
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AWARD 


4 


Dismissal of Shri A. P. George, Conductor of the New Swaraj Bus Service, 
Kandassankadavu , after a domestic enquiry has resulted in this reference 
for adjudication made by Government as per G. 0. Rt. No. 19772 Labour 
dated 22-2-1972 

2. It is the admitted case that Shri George was the Conductor in charge 
of K. L. R. 7950 bus on 17-3-1971. This bus was checked by MW1 Shri 
Sahadevan along with the Proprietor of the bus and another gentleman . 
This fact is also admitted. 

3. The Management s case is that the bus when checked had in it as 
many as 89 passengers and the Conductor had issued tickets only to 50 
of the passengers and that the remaining 39 were not issued tickets purposely 
with the ulterior motive of causing wrongful loss to the Management and 
wrongful gain to the Conductor. According to the Management this irregula 
rity was noted by MW1 in Ext. M1 ticket book as revealed by Ext. M1( a ) 
entry and the Conductor who was asked to make an endorsement admitting 
the fact refused to do so . The stand taken up by the workman is that there 
were only 50 passengers in the bus . His case is that he was an active worker 
of the Union of the employees and that in that capacity he had to lead certain 
agitations in connection with certain demands placed by the workers before 
the Management and the Management wanted to get rid of him under some 
pretext or other and that a false case was cooked up against him under the 
guise of a checking at the relevant time. 

4. There was a domestic enquiry which was conducted by an Advocate 
who was not examined in this case. The workman participated in the domestic 
enquiry and the finding was that he is guilty of the charge for not issuing 
tickets to 39 of the 89 passengers. The workman in his statement and 
evidence states that the enquiry was not impartial and that many of the 
important questions put by him to the witness examined on the side of the 
Management at the enquiry were arbitrarily disallowed by the enquiry officer. 

5. In the statements filed by the contesting parties before the court they 
have asserted the above fact. 

6. This case originally referred to the Quilon Labour Court was trans 
ferred to the Calicut Labour Court when the 

latter was established. 
The evidence was recorded by the Calicut Labour Court and when the case 
was transferred to this court consequent on the establishment of this court, 
the evidence was closed. 

7. The enquiry officer was not examined before the Calicut Court. But 
when the case was taken up by me for arguments an application was filed 
by the Management for permission to examine the enquiry officer to prove 
the papers connected with the domestic enquiry. This application was 
vehemently opposed by the workmen. But I allowed a chance to the Manage 
Inent to examine the enquiry officer on condition of payment of a cost of 
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Rs. 150 to the other side. This condition was not satisfied by the Manage 
ment within the time allowed . Therefore the case was argued and taken up 
for award. 


8. This reference was made on 22-2-1972 after the introduction of Sec. 11A 
in the Industrial Disputes Act. So normally the validity of the domestic 
enquiry has to be decided as a preliminary issue. But here in this case evidence 
was adduced by both sides on the merits of the dismissal itself. It was 
conceded on behalf of the Management at the time of the arguments that 
I may proceed on the basis that the domestic enquiry is not proper as the 
Management was not in a position to examine the enquiry oficer and prove 
the documents in connection with the domestic enquiry . In the circum 
stances I find that there is no proper domestic enquiry in the case . 

9. In view of what is stated above it follows that I have to find out 
niyself as to whether the dismissal is justifiable . The availabic evidence 
consists of the testimony of ww1, WW2 and MW1 and Exts. Wi to W8 
and M1 and M2 including Mi (a ) . 

10. The charge in the domestic enquiry related only to the non -issue 
of tickets to 39 passengers on 17-3-1971. The workman 

was 

asked to 
explain regarding this dereliction of duty for the first time as per Ext. W2 
notice dated 30-3-1971. But on the previous day Ext. w1 notice was 
issued to him asking him to show cause why action should not be taken 
against him for the unauthorised absence from duty . Both these notices were 
answered by the workman by Ext. W3, a composite reply dated 2-4-1971. 
Some evidence is seen to have been adduced by the workman to show that 
there was no unauthorised absence on his part and that he actually presented 
for duty and that he was denied work . But we need not consider this aspect 
of the case in detail as the absence was not taken as a ground in the charge 
at the domestic enquiry. Even otherwise there is no evidence in the case 
to show that there was wilful absence on the part of the workman . The 
only witness MW1 examined on the side of the Management pleaded 
ignorance when he was asked as to whether the workman was actually 
present to do the work on the due date 27-3-1971. In these state of affairs 
it can safely be held that there is no misconduct on the part of the workman 
by absenting himself from duty without reasonable cause. 

11. Now we are left with the incident of 17-3-1971. It is for the 
Management to establish that the bus at the particular timc carried 
many as 89 passengers as against 50 tickets issued. There is an entry in 
the ticket book Ext. M1 specifically marked as Ext. M1 (a ) that the bus at 
the time of the checking carried 89 passengers. Workman as ww1 had ad 
mitted that this entry was made by MW1 when he effected the checking . It 
is further admitted by him that he was asked by MW1 to make an endorsement 
in Ext. M1 (a ) admitting the fact that the bus carried 89 passengers. But 
the Conductor did not make such an endorsement. There is only the interested 
testimony of MW1 in support of the case that the bus actually carried 89 
passengers at the relevant time. We have to proceed to see as to whether 


as 


this interested testimony is sufficient in the circumstances of this case to hold 
that the Conductor is guilty of the misconduct alleged. 

12. It is not a case where independent evidence is impossible . It is 
common case that the Proprietor of the bus was also present in the 
bus 

along with MW1 when the checking was effected. There was yet 
another man , a relation of the Proprietor, in the squad . None of them 
are examined . It was also possible to examine some of the 

passengers 
to whom tickets were not issued , if any, to substantiate the allegation : 
None of these things are seem to have been done by the Managenient. It 
is also not known as to why the Proprietor and the mw1 did not think it 
fit to issue tickets to the remaining passengers, if any, from Ext. Mi bjook 
and make an endrosement to the effect that tickets were actually issued 
to those to whom tickets were not issued by the Conductor. It is also 
pertinent to note that the Management did not take serious note of the alleged 
discrepancy till it issued Ext. W2 notice on 30-3-1971 when as a matter of 
fact they had issued an earlier notice on 29-3-1971 as Ext. W1 wherein 
the absence from duty alone is mentioned . MW1 is seen to have submitted 
Ext. M2 report before the Proprietor of the bus on 17-3-1971 itself giving 
the details and the result of the checking effected at 6.15 p.m. on 17-3-1971 . 
As a matter of fact, such a report was unnecessary in the circumstances 
of the case as the Proprietor was present in person when the checking 
was made. Whatever it be it was known to the Management when 
Ext. W1 was issued that there was a serious irregularity in the matter 
of not issuing tickets to all the passengers on 17-3-1971. Yet that 
aspect was not included in Ext. W1. The only inference that could be drawn 
from is that the Management did not seriously take into account the 
so -called dereliction of duty in the incident on 17-3-1971. When all these 
facts and circumstances are taken into consideration the uncorroborated 
testimony of MW1 and the production of Exts . M1 and M1( a ) are not 
sufficient to hold that the Conductor wilfully omitted to issue tickets to some 
of the passengers . 

13. The workman as ww1 has given clear and convincing evidence to 
the effect that there were only 50 passengers in the bus and that tickets 
were issued to all of them . It is the admitted case that this bus has only 
the permitted capacity of 37 passengers. There must have been an 
unmanageable crowd in the bus, if , as a matter of fact it carried more 
than 50 passengers as against the permitted capacity of 37. There is also 
the evidence of WW2, a person who was one of the passengers in the 
bus to the effect what the bus carried only 50 passengers to whom tickets 
were issued . Evidence of WW1and WW2 can be accepted as true when viewed 
the other background discussed . So I hold that the misconduct alleged is 
not proved and that the workmanis really innocent. Hence the 
dismissal is not justifiable. 

14. The workman was dismissed as per Ext. W7 dated 18-9-1971 
effect from 30-4-1971. 30-4-1971 was the 

date on 

which the workman 
was placed under suspension as per Ext. W4 order. There was a subsequent 


with 
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to pass 


temporary settlement as revealed by Ext. W6 on 7-5-1971 in which it was 
agreed by the parties in the presence of the Conciliation Officer that this 
particular workman will be treated as having been suspended with effect 
from 27-3-1971 and that he will be paid subsistance allowance during the 
period of suspension . It was further agreed that the other benefits and 
remedies will be decided in industrial dispute that was then pending . The 
workman has a case that he was dismissed without sanction or permission 
during the pendency of the industrial dispute as per Ext. W7 on 18-9-1971 
and that for that reason the order is illegal. But it is seen from Ext. W6 
that the Management was given authority to proceed with the disciplinary 
proceedings and to pass such orders as it deem fit. That being the case it 
cannot be said that special permission or approval was necessary 
Ext. W7 dismissal order. So the attack on this ground made by the workman 
has no force. 

15. Now we have to consider as to what remedy is to be allowed to the 
workman . Here is a case where the workman was dismissad on insufficient 
grounds. There is no evidence that the workman has a permanent job at 
present. True that he had admitted that he had occasional employment 
in another Transporting Company as a Conductor. What is stated by 
him is that they were only on rare occasions. There is no evidence to 
the contra . In the circumstances the workman is entitled to reinstatement 
with continuity of service as if there was no broken period on 

account 
of this disciplinary proceedings. He is also entitled to back wages from 
the date of his suspension as agreed in Ext. W6, viz., 27-3-1971. 

16. I have no concrete evidence before me as to what exactly was the 
wages earned by the workman at the time of his dismissal. There is also 
no evidence as to what amount was paid way of subsistance allowance. 
In the circumstances I leave the quantum of back wages to be ascertained 
in other appropriate proceedings. In the result an award is passed directing 
the Management to reinstate the workman with continuity of service and 
pay him back wages as indicated above. 

17. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette . 


Ernakulam , 
27-4-1979. 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer. 


APPENDIX 


Witness examined on the Management s side : 

MW1 Shri Sahadevan K. K. 
Witnesses examined on the Union s side : 

WW1 Shri George 

WW2 Shri O. I. Raghavan . 
GA. 364 /MC 


E.chibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext. M1. Ticket book of New Swaraj. 

M1(a ) Carbon copy of ticket No. 286 in Ext. Mi. 
M2. A statement dated 17-3-1971 submitted to the Management 

by Shri K. K. Sahadevan . 


Exhibits mraked on the Union s side : 


Ext. W1. Copy of a memo dated 29-3-1971 issued to Shri A. P. George 

by the Management. 
W2. Copy of a memo dated 30-3-1971 issued to Shri A. P : George 

by the Management. 
W3. Reply dated 2-4-1971 submitted to the Management by Shri 

A. P. George. 
W4. Suspension notice dated 30-4-1971 issued to Shri A. P. George. 
W5. Letter dated 31-3-1971 from the Union to the Management. 
W6. Copy of a settlement dated 7-5-1971. 
W7 Dismissal notice dated 18-9-1971. 
W8 ( 1 ) A letter dated 16-8-1971 from the District Labour Otticer. 
W8 ( 2 ) A letter dated 1-9-1971 from the District Labour Officer. 
W8 ( 3 ) A letter dated 13-9-1971 from the District Labour Officer . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour & Housing ( A ) Departmeni 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Ri.) No. 801/79/ L & H . 

Dated , Truendra , 30th May 1979. 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the President of Trichur Taluk Toddy Producers Co-operative 
Society Limited 

No. R.316 , Anthikad , 

Trichur and their workman 
Sri C.G. Sankarankutty , s/o Govindan , Chittisscry House , Karuvannur, 
Trichur received by Government on 3-5-1979 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 


My order of the Governor , 
P. M.SREEVASUDEVA MENON , 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 25th day of April, 1979 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN B.SC., B.L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 73/1979 

(Old No.57 / 1978 ) 

Between 
The President, Trichur Taluk Toddy Producers Co-operative 
Society Ltd. No. R.316 , Anthikad , Trichur District 

And 
The workman of the above concern Shri C.G. Sankarankutty , 

slo Govindan , Chittissery House, Karuvannur Trichur District 
Representations : 

Shri M. Venugopalan , 
Advocate , 

For Management . 
Trichur . 
Shri K. V. K. Panicker, 

ForWorkman 
Trichur . 
GA . 362/ J. 
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AWARD 


The validity of the dismissal of Shri C.G. Sankarankutty is the matter 
referred for decision by Government as per G.O.(Rt.) No.883/78/L & H 
dated 25-5-1978 . 

2 . The matter has been settled between the parties and a petition was 
also filed by the workman stating that all his claimshave been satisfied and 
therefore it is unnecessary to proceed with this adjudication . It is submitted 
on behalf of the Management that there is no subsisting dispute. In the 
circumstances I hold that no industrial dispute necessitating adjudication is 
subsisting. Award is passed accordingly . 

3 . This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette . 


Trichur, 
25-4-1979 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour & Housing ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 781 79 L & H . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 28th May 1979. 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Director, Hindustan Insecticides Ltd., Udyogamandal 
and their workmen represented by ( 1 ) the General Secretary HIL Workers 
Union , Udyogamandal and (2 ) the General Secretary, HIE Union, Udyogamandal 
received by Government on 24-5-1979 is hereby published under section 17 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P. M. SREEVASUDEVA MENON , 

Deputy Secretary to Government. 
IN THE LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 
Dated this the 17th day of May , 1979 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. Sc., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 113|1979 

(Old No. I. D. 1176 ) 

Between 
THE MANAGING DIRECTOR , 
Hindustan Insecticides Ltd , Udyogamandal 

And 

THE WORKMEN OF 
the above concern represented by ( 1 ) The General Secretary, 
HIL Workers Union , Udyogamandal and (2 ) the General Secretary, 

H. I. E Union, Udyogamandal. 
Representations: 

Shri J. B , Koshy , 
Advocate , 
Ms. Menon & Pai, 

For Management 
Advocates, Ernakulam . 
Shri M. Rajasekharan Nayar, 
Advocate, Cochin - 11 . 

For Union No. 1 
Shri M. Ramachandran . 
Advocate , Cochin — 17 . 

For Union No, 2. 
GA. 359 MC. 


AWARD 


This reference initially made 

by Government as per 

G.O. Rt. 
No. 1496175 LBR dated 26-12-1975 to the Labour Court, Calicut was 

filed 
there as I. D. 176. It was transferred to this Court consequent on its 
estallislıment recently and refiled in the present number . 

2. The claim of Smt. K. Radha for promotion as Accountant over three 
other employees of the Hindustan Insecticides Ltd., Udyogamandal is the 
matter referred for decision . It is common case that Ms. Sreedharan , 
K. P. Paul and Bhaskaran and Smt. Radha were all appointed in this esta 
blishment as Lower Division Clerks respectively on 17-7-1956 , 25-10-1957 , 
28-10-1957 and 12-8-1958. In other words Smt. Radha initially in the cadre 
of L. D. Clerk was junior to the three others over whom she wants seniority . 
It is the admitted case that the post of Accountant is a proinotion post for 
U. D. Clerks. Of course, there is provision for direct recuritment of 
Accountants also . What is claimed by Smt. Radha in her claim statement is 
that she was entitled to be promoted and posted as Accountant with effect 
from 17-1-1970 , the date on which Ms. K. P. Paul and Bhaskaran were 
actually posted on promotion to that post. Even though that is the specific 
plea in the claim statement an argument is advanced before me that she 
should have been promoted on an earlier date in 1969 when Shri Sreedharan 
was given a promotion to that post. 

3. The stand taken up by the Management and the three other employees 
envolved is that Smt. Radha was not a confirmed U. D. Clerk in 1969 and 
1970 to be considered for appointment to the next higher cadre and that 
therefore her claim is not sustainable . 

4. There is no oral evidence in the case. Exts. W1 to W13 were marked 
on consent and arguments were on the basis of those documents. 

5. The point for determination is as to whether Smt. Radha has 
better claim for promotion as is alleged . Recruitment and promotions in 
the establishment Hindustan Insecticides Ltd., a Government of India 
undertaking are governed by its Recruitment and Promotion Rules, a 
copy of which is marked as Ext. W1 in the case. Rule 14 of Ext. W1 
enunciates that merit, efficiency and past performance coupled with seniority 
subject to suitability shall ordinarily be the governing factors for granting 
promotion . It is the admitted case that Smt. Radha is junior to the three 
others in the cadre of L. D. Cierk. But Smt. Radha has a definite case that 
she was officiating as a U.D. Clerk from 1961 during broken periods and 
continuously thereafter from 16-11-1966 and therefore she was a U. D. Clerk 
eligible for consideration for promotion to the next higher cadre when the 
vacancies arose in 1969 and 1970 . But the stand taken up by the rival 
claimants and the Management ds that Smt. Radha was appointed as a 
probationary U. D. Clerk only on 27-10-1969 and she was still a probationer 
when the vacancies of Accountant arose and that therefore she was 

not 
definitely eligible for consideration for promotion at that juncture. Ext. W2 
of 1961 show that Smt. Radha was appointed to officiate as a U. D. Clerk in 


а 


were 


a leave vancancy as a purely stop gap arrangement. It was made clear in 
Ext. W2 that she had to perform the functions of U. D. Clerk in addition to 
her own duties as a L. D. Clerk. Later in 1966 she was again appointed to 
officiate as a U. D. Clerk with effect from 10-11-1966 until further orders in 
a leave vacancy. There it was mentioned that the arrangement is purely 
temporary and that it will not confer any right on her for future promotion . 
It is evident from Exts. W4 to W6 that her officiating pay as an Upper 
Division Clerk was fixed in 1966 itself and that she was granted increment 
in the scale for that post in 1967. What is claimed by Smt. Radha is that 
she was thereafter continuing as a U. D. Clerk and therefore she was 
definitely eligible for consideration for promotion to the next post from 
the feeder category of U. D. Clerks. But we have to remember that she 
was only officiating in that capacity on the strength of Ext. W3 wherein it 
is specifically mentioned that the posting made thereunder will not confer 
any right for claim of promotions. Though Smt. Radha had produced the 
afore-mentioned orders and some other communications under which the 
rival claimants and other personnel were appointed and promo.ed, she did 
not produce the order under which she was appointed as a probationary 
L. D. Clerk . The failur to produce the same is very signifcant. It can 
easily be inferred that that order if produced will go against her case that she 
was a permanent U. D Clerk when the rival claimants were promoted and posted. 
The Management and the rival claimants have stated that Ms. Sreedharan, Paul 
and Bhaskaran promoted as U. D. Clerks respectively on 10-9-1959 , 
12-12-1964 and 19-6-1967 . There is no dispute regarding this assertion of fact. 
So all of them were confirmed as U. D. Clerks when vacancies arose in the post 
of Accountant. The position is that when the vacancies so arose Smt. Radha 
was only a probationary L. D. Clerk and the other three were permanent 
L. D. Clerks. 

6. As observed earlier seniority and eligibility are the main criteria among 
other things for promotion in the establishment as could be seen from Ext w1. 
Basic pay, qualifications prescribed and the source of recruitment for the various 
posts are given in a tabulator form in the annexure to Ext.Wl The entry rela 
ting to Accountants finds a place as the first item at page 32 of Ext.Wi. 
Qualifications prescribed are as follows : 

"Graduate in Commerce with advanced Accountancy as a subject. Must 

have minimum 5 years experience in financial and cost accounting." 
Source of the recruitment given is as follows: 

" By direct recruitment or by promotion by seniority subject to fitness 
from educationally qualified U.D.Cs. and Cashier with S.S.L.C. with 

7 years experience in accounts subject to suitabllity." 
It is the admitted case that Smt. Radha is a graduate in Commerce whereas the 
rival claimants do not have that qualification. This appears to be the trump card 
of Smt. Radha. But the argument that she is better qualified is advanced forget 
ting the fact that graduation in commerce is not required for claiming proniotions. 
That evidently is a pre- condition only in the case of direct recruitment. For pro 
motees the qualification prescribed is only S. S.L. C. with 7 years experience 


In accounts. If the seniors have those minimum qualifications then the fact that 
a junior has a qualification eligible for direct recruitment cannot be pressed 
into service when the vacancies are filled up by promotion . So the argument 
advanced on the basis of the degree in commerce cannot come to the rescue of 
Smt. Radha , 

7. Ms. Paul and Bhaskaran were admittedly serving in the Accounts Section 
when they were promoted in 1970. As noted earlier they were seniors to Smt. 
Radha and she cannot therefore claim senioriy over them . 

8. In the case of Shri Sreedharan Smt. Radha has another contention that 
he was not working in the Accounts Section at the time of his promotion and 
that therefore he cannot claim promotion in that Department. Ext. W7 dated 
15-7-1969 is the order under which Shri Sreedharan was appointed as a Cashier. 
There he is described as Stock Verifier . We have no record under which Shri 
Sreedharan was appointed as Stock Verifier. The Management and Shri 
Sreedharan have a case that he was appointed as a Stock Verifier when he had 
long service in the Accounts Department. They have a further case that Smt, 
Radha had also worked as a Stock Verifier. But I need not go elaborately into 
the qualifications prescribed for the Stock Verifier in Ext.W1 and the promotional 
channel available to Stock Verifier as Smt. Radha was not a confirmed U. D. Clerk 
when the impugned promotions were made and therefore not entitled to claim 
promotion to that post over those who were already posted . I therefore hold 
that the claim made by Smt. Radha is not maintainable. 

9. Though notmuch relevant for the decision reached by me I may also make 
mention here that it was represented at the time of argument by both sides 
that Shri Bhaskaran is no more and that Shri Paul had since retired . Shri 
Sreedharan is still in service and Smt, Radha was subsequently promoted in 1973 
as Accountant. She got a further promotion as Senior Accountant over Shri 
Sreedharan because she is having of the additional qualification of graduation 
in commerce which is a must for that post. So evidently she had got all the 
advantages over Shri Sreedharan now . 


10. I have already indicated what my decision is . I therefore pass an 
award to the effect that Smt. Radha as matters took at the time of the 
reference was not entitled to seniority over Ms. K. P. Paul, P. N. Bhaskaran 
and K. Sreedharan . 

11. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from the 
date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 


Camp: Trichur, 

17-5-1979. 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer. 
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Exhibits marked on the Workoman s side : 
Ext. Wi. Recruitment and promotion Rules of Hindustan Insecticides 

Limited, Udyogamandal. 
W2. Copy of Office Order Part II No. 88161 dated 19-12-1961 of 

Hindustan Insecticides Limited. 
W3 Copy of Office Order Part II No. 12366 dated 18-11-1966 of 

Hindustan Insecticides Limited . 
W4. Copy of a Memorandum No. PE -1| 164 dated 6-12-1966 Issuea 
by the Management to Smt. K. Radha . 
Do. 

dated 31-1-1967. 
W6. Do. 

dated 29-7-1967. 
W7. Copy of office order Part II No. 10569 dated 15th July 1969. 
WS. Copy of a Memorandum PE 164 dated 4-11-1969 issued by the 

Management to Smt. Radha. 
W9. Copy of a Memorandum PE . 31100 dated 6-11-1969 issued by 

the Management to Shri K. Sreedharan . 
W10. Copy of an office order Part II No. 1870 dated 17-1-1970 issued 

by the Management to Ms. K. P. Paul and P.N. Bhaskaran. 
W11. Copy of an office order Part II No. 181170 dated 15-6-1970 

issued by the Management to Shri K , J. Jacob . 
w12 . Copy of an office order Part II No. 9471 dated 19-3-1971 

issued by the Management to Shri Dominic Antony. 
W13. Copy of a Memorandum PE 31 dated 24-7-1972 issued by the 

Management to Shri P. N. Bhaskaran . 
W14. Copy of a Memorandum PE 165 dated 11-7-1972 issued by the 

Management to Shri K. P. Paul. 
W15. Copy of an office order Part I No. 15474 dated 2-5-1974 issuea 

by the Management. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour & Housing ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 747 79 L & HD.. 

Dated, Trivandrum , 22nd May 1979. 
The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute between 
the President, Keraleeya Ayurveda Samajam Hospital and Nursing Home, 
Shoranur- 1 and their worker represented by Dr. (Smt.) P. Radha Menon , Near 
U. P. School, P. O. Kavalappara, Shoranur-l received by Government on 
18-5-1979 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act , 
1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 


P. M. SREEVASUDEVA MENON , 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, KOZHIKODE, KERALA STATE 
Dated this the 25th day of April , 1979. 

Present 
SHRI T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B.A., B.L ., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
I. D. No. 86 |76 (OLD No. 2373) 

Between 

The President, 
Keraleeya Ayurveda Samajam Hospital and 
Nursing Home, Shoranur - 1. 

And 
Dr. (Smt. ) P. Radha Menon, 

Near U. P. School, 

P. O. Kavalappara, Shoranur- 1 . 
Representations: 

Sri M. Venugopalan , 
Advocate , Trichur 

For the Management . 
Sri M. P. Govindankutty , 
Advocate, Palghat 

For the Workran . 
GA. 355 /MC. 


AWARD 


1. This industrial dispute regarding the termination of Dr. ( Smt) P. Radha 
Menon between the above parties was referred to the Labour Court, Quilon , 
for adjudication as per G. O. Rt. No. 363|73|LBR dated 28-3-1973. That court 
took the case on file and issued notices to the parties. They entered appear 
ance and filed statements . After the formation of this court, the case was 
transfered to this court and renumbered as I D. 86/76 . 

2. The worker in her statement contends that the Keraleeya Ayurveda 
Samajam , Shoranur is an Association founded in 1913 and registered under 
the Societies Registration Act XXI of 1860. The management is in the Board 
of Directors represented by its President. The Samajam maintains a Pharmacy 
and a Nursing Home. A college is also being run under the auspacious of 
Samajam . Facilities are also there for manufacture and sales of Ayurvedic 
preparations. The worker is a qualified Doctor in Ayurveda and she was 
appointed by the management as an Assistant Physician on 29-11-1959 at their 
Madras Branch and thereafter she was confirmed in service on 1-8-1960. She 
is liable to be transferred according to the convenience of the management 
to any of the institutions run by the Samajam . In the year 1969 the manage 
ment transferred her to the Ayurveda College with instructions to attend 
on lady patients whenever required and not to inconvenience ward work also. 
She entered on medical leave for three months on 5-8-1971 after submitting 
a leave application ; but the president of the Samajam issued a memo dated 
25-8-1971 directing her to show cause as to why her services should not be 
terminated on the ground of availing of leave before it was actually sanctioned. 
According to the above memo entering on leave is irregular and amounts to 
desertion of duty. On receipt of the same she sent a reply denying all the 
allegations and contending that she is entitled to get leave as applied for 
as she has accumulated leave to her credit. Not satisfied with the above 
reply, the president by his proceedings dated 22-10-1971 terminated her service. 
The reasons stated in the order are highly illegal, unjustified and baseless. 
The same was issued without conducting any enquiry. The action of the 
president is illegal and irregular and is opposed to the principles of natural 
justice. It is unsustainable in law and in facts. The action amounts to 
victimisation and unfair labour practice. The Board of Director s refused to 
reconsider the order of termination , Hence she prays that the order of the 
President be set aside and she be ordered to be reinstated with backwages 
and continuity of service. 

3. The management filed a stater.ent contending that the activities carried 
on by the society are not analogous to trade or business in commercial sense 
and the dominant purpose of the institution is education, training, research 
and treatment of the sick and ag si ch the activities of the Samajam cannot 
bo described as an industry. The worker was a member of the staff of the 
Ayurveda College run by the management from 16-8-1961 till the date of her 
termiration of service . She was hold ng the post of a lecturer in the Ayurveda 
Coles doing teaching work including clinical teaching of students by attend 

the patients in the attached hospital. The educational activity carried 
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on by the college run by the management would not fall within the ambit 
of the meaning of industry and the teachers profession could not be assimi 
lated to that of industrial workers . Hence there is no industrial dispute and 
as such this court has no jurisdiction to adjudicate on the alleged dispute. 
The contention that the Samajam carries on commercial activities is wrong . 
The case that the worker was transferred to the Ayurveda College in 1969 
Is faise. She was taken on the staff of the college in 1961. In paragraph 6 
the management gives the details of the leave availed off by the worker and 
contends that on 5-8-1971 onwards she absented herself from duty and applied 
for earned leave for three months. As per the rules, leave can be availed 
off only after receipt of the sanction , whereas the worker absented from 
duty after applying for leave for three months without caring to ascertain 
whether she was eligible for leave or not. The management observed all 
principles of natural justice and has not violated any provision of law . The 
action of the management in terminating the service of the worker is perfe 
ctly valid and reasonable and as such the worker is not entitled to any of the 
reliefs claimed. 

4. The worker filed a rejoinder . In paragraph 2 of the same she details 
the activities of the Samajam . She denies that she is an employee of the 
college. She was appointed as an Assistant physician on 29-11-1959 in the 
Madras Branch of the Samajam . She is liable to be transferred according 
to the convenience of the management to any of the branches of the Samajam . 
Her services were utilised not for the college exclusively but she was attend 
ing to the patients in the hospital in the wards etc. Her duty was not confined 
to the college alone. The contention that there is no industrial dispute is not 
correct and that this court has jurisdiction to adjudicate on the dispute. She 
took leave only when it is absolutely necessary. The contention that from 
5-8-1971 onwards she absented herself from duty is not correct. She had 
filed an application for leave due to her with the bonafide belief that it will 
be granted. The contention that as per rules leave can be availed only after 
receipt of the sanction order is not correct. She had given proper explanation 
to the memo issued to her on 25-8-1971 . Thereafter no doniestic enquiry 
was conducted ; but she received an order of termination . Hence she contends 
that the action of the president is highly irregular in as much as it is in 
violati n of the principles of natural justice. The action also amounts to 
victimisation and unfair labour practice . 
5 . From the above pleadings, the following issues arise for consideration : 
( 1) whether this court has jurisdiction to adjudicate on the dispute; 

and 
(ii) whether the termination of the service of the worker is justifiable 

and if not, to what relief the worker is entitled to . 
6 . Issue No. ( i) : The management in this case is Keraleeya Ayurveda 
Samajam , Shoranur, a society registered under the Societies Registration Act. 
The contention of the management that the activities of the Samajam is not 
analogous to trade or business, so that the same can be termed as an industry 


cant le countered in view of the decision reported in 1978 KLT. 134 
between Keraleeya Ayurveda Bamajam Hospital and Nursing Home and their 
workinen. In the said Judgmeat the High Court found that : 

" the Mamajam Tlospital grants medical aid to the sick under the Ayur 
vedic system and for the purpose It has opened dispensaries and manu 
factory units and distributes medicines and encourages and promotes 

tudy and practice of Ayurvedic medicines and do all such things as 
are necessary for the encouragement of Ayurveda . Further it is run 
ping a hospital and Nursing Home at Shoranur and there are branches 
And sales depots at Madras and Salem . For these purposes the Samajam 
adinittedly engaged employees to work in different departments . The 
estableciment where the Ayurvedic medicines are manufactured is a 
fuctory reguiterol under the Factories Act, as pointed out in the counter 
sidavit Aled . For the service rendered by way of treatment fees are 
changed from citizens and the establishment is organised in a manner 

in which trade or business is undertaken ." 
ffence It was found that the Keraleeya Ayurveda Samajam Hospital and 
Nursing Home 19 an Industry coming under the definition of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 

7. The next contention raised on behalf of the management is that Dr. 
P. Radha Menon , the worker as per this reference, is not a worker as defined 
In Hection 2 ( 8 ) of the Industrial Disputes Act and as such this court has no 
Jurisdiction to adjudicate the dispute. In support of the same it was contended 
that the worker was employed as a lecturer in the Ayurveda College run by 
the nanogement that her duty 1s teaching and that the profession of teaching 
will not come within the definition of the term worker as defined in the Indus 
trial Diputos Act. On the other hand , the contention of the worker is that 
she was employed as an Assistant Physician by the managenient and posted 
at the Madras branch nad that the management used to transfer her according 
to the convenience of the manngement in any of the branches of the Samajam . 
Exhibit W1 is the order dated 20-11-1959 appointing the worker in this as Assis 
tant Physician on probntion for 6 months and posting her at Madras. Exhibit 
W2 is the memo immed to her requiring her to report for duty at the Madras 
Branch . It is further directed in tho samo that she will be instructed about 
her duties hy Bhri K , T. Naryannn Vadler, Physician -in -charge. Exhibits 
W1 And W2 show that the worker in this wns appointed as an Assistant 
I hyolimi). The One of the management is that she was appointed as a 
lecturer in the Ayurveda College run by the management in 1961 and that 
who was holding the pont of a locturer from 16-8-1961 till the date of termina 
tion of her service . The order apporting the worker in this as a lecturer 
in the Ayurveda College has not been produced . MW1 in his evidence would 
say that there is an order of appointment as such. But for reasons best known 
to the management, the name has not been produced in this case . The manage 
at reliei 011 exhibita MI to M4 to Nhow that the worker was holding the 

of a lecturer in the Ayurved College. Toxhibits Mi to M3 are the acqui 
ttanee rolls of the Alnit of the Ayurveda College from January, 1961 till 


March , 1973. The same show that the worker in this was paid the salary 
and she received the salary in the acquittance roll of Ayurveda College , 
Shoranur. Exhibit M4 is the attendance register of the Ayurveda College 
from July, 1965 till March , 1966 which also show that the worker in this 
marked her attendance in the same. Exhibits M5 to M7 are the acquittance 
rolls of the Keraleeya Ayurveda Samajam Hospital and Nursing Home, 
Shoranur which do not show that the salary of the wor!: in this was paid 
as per that acquittance. The management based is contention that the worker 
in this was the lecturer of the Ayurveda College on the above documents. 
The case of the worker as stated earlier is that the management used to 
transfer their workers to any of its branches according to their convenience. 
It has come out in the evidence that the institution gets grant from the Govern 
ment and the suggestion put to the managements witness is that the name 
of the worker in this was shown as a staff of the Ayurveda College in order 
that the grant to be received from the Government is enhanced. The respec 
tive contentions of the parties have to be considered on a reference to the 
other documents produced in this case. As stated earlier, exhibits W1 and W2 
show that the worker in this was appointed as an Assistant Physician and 
not as a lecturer in the College or in the Pattasala by which name it was 
known at that time. There is no order produced in this case to show that 
the worker was appointed or reappointed as a lecturer in the Ayurveda College 
eventhough MW1 would say that there is an order in the College to show the 
same. If there is such an order, there is no reason why the same has not 
been produced to substantiate the contention of the management. Exhibit 
W3 dated 20-3-1962 is a memo issued to the worker stating that she is tem 
porarily posted as Physician in the Madras Royapettah Branch vice Shri 
K. T. Narayanan Vaidyar , who is transferred to the Head Office in Shoranur. 
Exhibit M1 shows that the worker in this was not paid any salary from 
16-3-1962 till 15-6-1962 as per the above acquittance. Exhibit W1 dated 
16-6-1963 is another memo issued to the worker and others in which it is 
stated that Physicians P. P. Subhadramma and P. Radha Menon will attend 
to the out-patients coming to the Samajam morning and evening and requi 
ring them to arrange between themselves as to the turn they take for duty 
in consultation with the R. M. O. The same is signed by the Secretary of 
the Samajam and in the letterhead of the Keraleeya Ayurveda Samajam 
Hospital and Nursing Home, Shoranur. Exhibit W5 is another memo issued 
on 25-7-1967 signed by the secretary and in the letter head of the Samajam 
requiring the worker to shift her residence to room No. 6 and to look after 
the girl students residing in room No. 5. It also stipulates the timings of 
duty as Assistant Physician in the hospital as per which till 9 a.m. she has to 
be in attendance on patients in wards, from 9 a . m . to 11 a . m . she has to 
assist consultant physicians and chief physician for their attendance on pati 
ents in their offices and from 4 p.m. to 5.30 p.m. she has to attend on patients 
in wards on second round. Exhibit W6 is another memo dated 18-8-1967 
addressed to the worker as Assistant physician as per which she has to attend 
on patients and manage their treatments as Dhara, Pizhichal etc., in the 
wards upto 9 a.m , and from 9 a.m. to 11 a.m. she has to render assistance 


to consultant physicians viz., Thirunavaya Sankaran Moss on saturdays 2. Sri 
Vaidyamatom Narayanan Namboodiri on Wednesdays and 3. Chief Physician 
on other days and helping students for their clinical studies. She was also 
required to extend her services in writing prescriptions and taking the 
consultant physicians to wards on their days of visits especially Sri Thirunavaya 
Moss on Saturday both morning and evening . 

8. From exhibit W3 it can be seen that she was transferred to the Madras 
Branch vice Sri K. T. Narayanan Vydier. The case of the management is 
that she was holding the post of lecturer from 16-8-1961. If so how she has 
transferred to the Madras Branch as a physician is not known. As stated 
earlier exhibit M1 shows that she was actually in Madras for three months. 
Exhibit W3 supports the contention of the worker that the management used 
to transfer her according to its convenience in any of the branches. If really 
the worker was a lecturer and doing the duty of teaching in the Ayurveda 
College alone, there is no reason for her being transferred as a physician to 
the Madras Branch . Exhibits W3 to W6 are addressed to the worker as 
Assistant Physician. The evidence of MW1 is that there is a separate letter 
head and seal for the college and that the Hospital and Nursing Home has 
also a separate letter -head and seal. He further stated that the information 
to be given to a staff of a college will be conveyed in the letter-head of the 
college. Exhibits W3 to W6 show that the orders issued are in the letter -head 
of the Samajam Hospital and Nursing Home and not that of the College. He 
further stated that as a member of the staff of the college, there was no 
poscibility of the worker being posted to the Madras Branch. MW2 in his 
evidence stated that Sri Parameswaran Moosad is the Secretary of the Samajam 
and the correspondent of the College and that in the orders issued regarding 
matters relating to the College, the word correspondent will be used and 
that regarding the matters connected with the Samajam the word Secretary 
will be used and that in matters relating to the College the seal of the College 
will be affixed. Exhibits W3 to W6 show that none of those orders are issued 
are the correspondent of the College but only the " the Secretary of the 
Samajam . He further stated that all the employees of the samajam can be 
transferred to different branches. He further stated that the employees of 
the Hospital and Nursing Home will be designated as physician and those 
of the College as lecturers . Exhibit w3 to W6 show that the worler in 
this was designated as physician and not as a lecturer. The transfer of the 
worker to the Madras Branch , the orders being issued as could be seen from 
Exhibits W3 to W6 by the Secretary of the Samajam and not by the corres 
pondent of the College and in the letter -head of the Hospital and Nursing 
Home and not in that of the College and the fact that she is designated as 
physician and not lesturer, all go to indicate , on the basis of evidence 
adduced by MW1 and MW2, that the worker in this was a physician for which 
post she was appointed as per exhibit W1 and that she was being transferred 
to different branches according to the convenience of the management. MW1 
in his evidence specifically stated that on Saturdays and Sundays the students 
and lecturers do not attend the college. He further stated that the worker in 
this was not attending the hospital on those days . Exhibit W6 is the memo 
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Issued to the worker as per which she was required to render assistance to 
Thirunavaya Sankaran Moss on Saturdays. The same shows that she was 
attending duty on saturdays also which could not have been the case if she 
was a member of the staff of the college as could be seen from the evidence 
of MW1. MW1 further stated that the staff of a college has no duty till 
5.30 p.m., but exhibits W5 and W6 show that the worker in this has to attend 
on patients between 4 and 5.30 p.m. The above circumstances militate against 
the case of the management that the worker was posted as a lecturer in the 
Ayurveda College and not a physician in the Hospital and Nursing Home. 
There is only Exhibits Mi to M4 to show that the worker was receiving her 
salary in the acquittance roll of the Ayurveda College and the negative evidence 
afforded by exhibits M5 to M7 that the salary was not being paid as per the 
acquittance roll of the Hospital and Nursing Home. Her inclusion in the 
acquittance of the Ayurveda College is explained by the worker in that the 
same was made in order to obtain more grant from the Government. At 
any rate in the absence of any order appointing the worker as a lecturer in 
the Ayurveda College, exhibits W3 to W6 which show that her appointment 
could not have been in the college as a lecturer but only as a physician , the 
mere fact that her salary was being paid in the acquittance roll of the Ayurveda 
College by itself cannot be taken as a ground to hold that the worker was 
a member of the teaching staff of the Ayurveda College so as to exclude her 
from the definition of the worker under the Industrial Disputes Act. The 
worker had called upon the management to produce the attendance register 
maintained in the hospital and Nursing home, but the same was not produced. 
The explanation given by MW2 at the last stage of the trial is that the same 
has been produced before the Industrial Tribunal in another matter which is 
pending in the High Court. The same was not stated in the affidavit filed 
early for the non -production of the documents . The case of the worker is 
that she has been noting her attendance in the attendance register maintained 
in the Hospital and Nursing home. In view of the admitted fact that there 
was no duty for the worker in the College on Saturdays and as per exhit its 
ws and W6 she had been required to attend and assist the visiting physician , 
Thirunavaya Sankaran Moss on Saturdays, her duty on those days at least 
could have been only in the Hospital and Nursing Home. If so she must have 
signed her attendar ce there also. The non -production of the attendance regis 
ter of the Hospital and Nursing Home satisfies the condition required to draw 
an adverse inference against the management. The belated explar.ntion of 
MW2 cannot efface the adverse inference that has to be drawn the t is h 
production of the same will go against the case of the management l o 
the reasons stated earlier, I hold that the worker in this was appoin ed a 
Physician in the Hospital and Nursing Home and that her duties were bein : 
utiligod in the College by the management according to its convenience. 

9. The learned counsel for the management did not argue for th : rox 
sition that the profession of a Doctor or a Physician will not com : Vitu 
the definition of the worker in the Industrial Disputes Act. But he stron tou 3] 
contended that the profession of a teacher is excluded from the cefait e 
of a worker. The question of exclusion of liberal professio occupato: 
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from the ambit of the definition of an industry came up for consideration 
before their Lordships of Supreme Court in 1978 LIC. 467. The learned 
Judges posed the questions ( 1 ) could be a lawyer s chembers or chartered 
accountant s office, a doctor s clinic or other liberal professions calling be desig 
nated an industry, ( 2 ) would a University or College or research institute 
be called an industry . After reviewing the previous cases on the subject 
their Lordships agreed with the dissenting judgment of Isaac J., in the School 
Teachers Association case ( 1929 ) 41 CLR , 569 (Aus.) and held that: 

" so long as services are part of the wealth of a nation and it is obscuran 

tist to object to it - educational services are wealth , are industrial ." 
Then their Lordships upheld the decision reported in AIR . 1980 Supreme Court 
page 675 in which it is held that : 

" Education Department. This department looks after the primary 
education within the limits of the Corporation ...... This service can equally 
be done by private persons. This department satisfies the other tests. 
The employees of this department coming under the definition of 
employees under the Act woul certainly be entitled to the benefits 

of the Act ." 
Their Lordships also accepted the rule laid down in AIR . 1960 Supreme Court 
page 610 (Hospital Mazdoor Sabha ) in which it is held that: 

" This group serves as a clinical training group for students of the Grant 
Medical College which is a Government Medical College run and managed 
by the appellant for imparting medical sciences leading to the Degrees 
of Bachelor of Medicine and Bachelor of Surgery of the Bombay Uni 
versity as well as various Post- graduate qualifications of the said 
University and the College of Physicians and Surgeons, Bombay the 
group is thus run and managed by the appellant to provide medical 
relief and to promote the health of the people of Bombay" . It was held 
that it is an industry." It is further stated in para 93 that "Medical 

education without muicing words is an industry . 
Their Lordships overruled the later decision reported in AIR 1963 S. C. page 
1873 in University of Delhi and held that : 

"Education can be and is, in its institutional form , an industry." 
Their Lordships also over- ruled various other decisions and restored the priciples 
enunclated in Hospital Mardoor Sabha case ie., AIR . 1960 Supreme Court 
page 610 and corporation of Nakpure case AIR . 1960 S. C. 675. In v ew of 
the above decision it cannot for a morent be contended that education is not 
an industry and the persons emloyel for that purpose are not a wrkers , 
The learned counsel for the mar agerent contended that the above d cision 
did not specifically state that a person employed as a teacher is a worker 
and that in paragraph 112 it is held that: 

" The first ground relied on by the court (By Gajendragadkhar J. in 
AIR . 1963 S. C. 1813 ) 1. based 

upon the prelii zinary 
conclusion 

that teachers are not workmen by definition perhaps 
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they are not , because teachers do not do manual work or technical work . 
We are not too sure whether it is proper to disregard , with contempt, 
manual work and separate it from education , nor are we too sure whether 
in our technological universe, education has to be excluded. However, 
that may be a battle to be waged on a later occasion hy litigation and 

we do not propose to pronounce on it at present." 
But in the same paragraph their Lordship held that: 

" The court (in AIR . 1963 S. C. 1873 ) in the University of Delhi, pro 
ceeded on that assumption viz ., that teachers are not workmen , which 

we will adopt to test the validity of the argument." 
The grounds raised in support of that proposition was considered in the subse 
quent paragraphs and finally held in paragraph 116 that: 

" We dissent, with utmost deference, these propositions and are inclined 
to hold , as the Corporation of Nagpur (AIR . 1960 S. C. 675 ) held , the 
education is industry, and as Isaacs J. held, in the Australian case ( 1929 

41 CLR . 569 that education is pre-eminently service." 
Again in paragraph 124 it is held that : 

" Our conclusion is that the University of Delhi (AIR . 1963 S. C. 1873) 
case was wrongly decided and that education can be and is, in its 

institutional form , an industry ." 
In view of the acceptance of the dissenting judgment of Isaacs J. which 
directly related to the question whether teachers are workmen and the accep 
tance of the correctness of the decision in AIR . 1960 S. C. 610 and 675 and 
the over- ruling of the decision reported in 1963 AIR . S. C. 1873 leaves no 
room to doubt that their Lordships found that teachers are workmen within 
the meaning of the Industrial Disputes Act . The above passages also show 
that the profession of a medical man was also considered as that of a work 
man under the Industrial Disputes Act. It has also come out in evidence 
that the work of the worker in this is technical Hence the contention of 
the management that the worker in this is not a worker within the meaning 
of the Industrial Disputes Act and that this pourt has no jurisdiction to enter 
tain the dispute cannot be held as correct. I hold that this court has juris 
diction to entertain the dispute. The above issue is found accordingly . 

10. Issue No. 2 :-The worker in this applied for earned leave on medical 
ground for three months and did not attend for duty thereafter. Exhibit 
W7 is the memo issued to her on 25-8-1971 stating that the worker availed 
of leave without waiting to get orders or ascertaining whether she is eligible 
for leave applied for, that according to the existing leave rules, leave no 
be accumulated and carried forward beyond the extent of 30 days, that the 
worker had exhausted all leave at her credit and had even taken leave on 
loss of pay for 4 months from November , 1970 to March , 1971 and as such 
she is not eligible for any kind of leave. It is further stated that it is 
highly irregular to have stayed away from duty before getting orders on 

GA . 355 /MO. 
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the leave application and in doing so she has in effect deserted from duty. 
Therefore, she was directed to state why her services should not be deemed 
to have been terminaled from the date of her unauthorised absence . It is 
admitted that an explanation had been given by the worker in question but 
the same has not been produced in this case. Exhibit W8 dated 22-10-1971 
is the proceedings of the Samajam stating that no service registers or leave 
accounts of the Samajam employees are available relating to the period in 
which the worker states she had earned and accumulated leave, that her 
claim for eligibility for earned leave as per the details in the application 
was examined with reference to the available records and her claim was not 
found correct, that she applied for leave on loss of pay for 4 months on 
23-11-1970, that leave on loss of pay is to be granted if no other kind of 
leave is at the credit of the employee, that in her letter dated 4-8-1971 she 
applied for 88 days leave and absented from duty without ascertaining the 
order on her leave application that she has not produced any medical cer 
tificate, that according to the existing rules she is neither eligible for any 
earned leave nor any leave on loss of pay to cover the period of her a 
authorised absence and therefore she has ceased to be in the Samajam service 
and forfeited her right to rejoin duty . It is further ordered that her services 
are accordingly deemed to have been terminated . That the worker applied 
for earned leave with effect from 5-8-1971 is admitted . The case of the 
worker is that she applied for leave on medical grounds. The same was not 
contradicted by the production of the leave application . In fact the case that 
the worker applied for leave on medical grounds was not disputed or challenged 
in her cross -examination or in the evidence of MW1 and MW2. One of the 
reasons stated in Exhibits W8 is the non - production of the medical certificate , 
If the management had any suspician about the genunist of the reason stated 
in the leave application by the worker , there is no reason why she was not 
called upon to produce a medical certificate in proof of her illness in exhibit 
W7. The same shows that the management was satisfied regarding the ground 
alleged for the leave applied for. It was stated before me and 
the evidence of ww1 also shows that she had two consecutive deliveries 
within a period of one year, that she was really all and as such it was that 
she applied for leave on medical grounds. That the worker had two conse 
cutive dellveries within a period of one year was also not disputed . 

-11. The next reason stated in exhibits W7 and W8 is that she absented 
from duty without ascertaining whether there is leave to her credit and the 
sanction of the leave applied for. Exhibit M8 produced on the date of hearing 
of the case is stated to be the leave rules of the Samajam . The genuinenes! 
of exhibit M8 was disputed by the worker . Exhibit M8 is stated to be 
true copy of the leave rules and it contains the seal of the Samajam . Thi 
original leave rules maintained by the Samajam has not been produced . The 
copy was also not produced at the earliest opportunity . As such the genuin 
ness of exhibit M8 is suspicious; but however I will consider the case of th 
parties on the basis of exhibit M8. Clause (v ) states that application fo 
leave of all kinds shall be submitted to the Secretary and no leave shoul 
be availed of before it is sanctioned . The same would appear to be the bas 
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for terminating the service or the worker as per Et M. In the decision 
reported in AIR . 1963 Calcutta page 310 between Rabindra Nath and First 
Industrial Tribunal, it is held that : 

" The expression leave means leave of absence, that is to say, the 
permission obtained by an employee from his employer relieving him 
from the duty of artending his works. In cases where leave is governed 
by leave rules, leave mus: be obtained according to the requirements 
of the rules. Even where the rules do not prescribo a procedure for 
- obtaining leave, it is reasonable to expect that an employee obtains 

leave before he goes on leave . To this reasonable procedure there 
may be one exception namely when the employee falls ill and then asks 
for sick leave. Illness is often unanticipated and sick leave may not 

be asked for in anticipation .. 
In this case the worker applied for leave on medical grounds due to her 
illness and as such the prohibition for availing leave withou : sanction con 
tained in clause ( v ) of exhibt M8 cannot be held to be applicable to such 
leave. Therefore, the fact that the worker availed of leave before the same 
was sanctioned cannot be held to be a good ground to hold that she has deserted 
and to terminate her service. 

12. Exhibit M8 provides for earned leave with full pay upto 1 20th of the 
period spent on duty as per sub -clause (b ) of clause ( 1) and half pay leave 
on medical grounds — 1| 12th of the period spent on duty as per sub-clause (c ) 
of clause ( 1 ). Sub- clause (e ) of clause ( 1 ) provides that leave on loss of pay 
may be granted to an employee if he has no other leave at credit that such 
leave will be limited to an aggregate period of six months within a period 
of 10 years service and provided that an employee who returns to duty from 
leave on loss of pay of more than two weeks will not be granted further leave 
on loss of pay before a spell of one year s duty. To this an explanation is 
provided in Clause ( 1x ) which states that leave on loss of pay under clause 
(c ) must be clause (e ) ] may be granted on medical or other grounds but 
such leave will not ordinarily be granted beyond a period of six months. It 
further provides that an employee who overstays his maximum admissible 
period of leave on loss of pay ceases to be in the service of the Samajant 
Apart from the last por ion of clause ( ix ) there is no other rules or orders 
produced in this case to show that overstayal of leave will entail the punitive 
punishment of termination of service. In the absence of any standing order 
produced to show that overstayal of leave will entall the termination of 
service , the reasons stated in exhibit W8 that the worker had overstayed 
her leave and absented from duty cannot be regarded as a good ground for 
termination of her service . 


13. Now the next question to be considered is whether the worker had 
actually overstayed the leave. Exhibit W1 shows that the worker Joined duty 
in 1959. The evidence of MW1 shows that even a member of the College 
staff is entitled to 15 days earned leave in an year . The evidence of MW2 
shows that the earned leave and medical leave can be accumulated eventhough 

GA . 355 


12 


exhibit M8 prescribes a maximum period of one month . MW2 in his evidence 
admitted that service registers are being maintained which will show the 
earned leave and the medical leave. He further admitted that leave applica 
tions are also being maintained. Neither the service register nor the leave 
applications of the worker, had been produced in this case to show that she 
had no leave to her credit as stated in exhibits W7 and W3. Even exhibit 
WS shows that the service registers or leave accounts for the Samajam em 
ployees are not available for the period in which the worker stated that she 
had earned and accumulated leave. The non -maintenance of the service 
regis ers and the leave applications by the management cannot be regarded 
as a ground to show that the worker had not earned or accumulated leave 
especially when her service from 1959 onwards as an employee of the Samajam 
cannot be disputed . The leave due to her should have been verified with refe. 
rence to the admitted service of the worker and the leave, if any, availed 
by her during the period. It does not appear to have been done in this case 
by the management. The evidence of wwi is that she did not avail any 
kind of leave till 1970. There is no evidence to the contra. 

14. The next reason stated to show that she is not entitled to earned leave 
is that she applied for leave on loss of pay for 4 months from 23-11-1970 and 
leave on loss of pay is to be granted only if no other kind of leave is at the 
credit of the employee. The statement in paragraph 6 of the counter state 
nent of the management shows that the worker entered on earned leave 
from 30-7-1970 till 12-8-1970 . Even the admitted case of MW1 is that a member 
of the college staff is enti led to 15 days earned leave in an year . The subse 
quent accounts in the counter statement do not show that the worker had 
availed earned leave for any subsequen : period till 4-8-1971. She inust be 
deemed to have attended, duty from 12-8-1970 till 4-8-1971 at least for some 
days. She must also be held to have accumulated earned leave till 30-7-1970 
in view of her evidence that she did not avail any kind of leave till that 
period. There is no contra evidence to show that she had availed earned 
leave previously. Even according to exhibit M8 earned leave can be accu 
mulated for 30 days out of which she had availed only 12 days . Therefore , 
on 4-8-1971 the worker must be held to have earned leave to her Welt 
at least for some days. As such the contention of the managernent that she 
had no earned leave to her credit on 4-8-1971 does not appear to be correct 
and acceptable. Even if the worker had no earned leave to her credit , the 
leave which she was entitled to as per exhibit M8 should have been granted 
by the management in view of the reason stated for availing the leave. Sub 
clause ( e ) of clause ( 1 ) as stated earlier provides that an employee will be 
en.itled to leave on loss of pay to an aggregated period of six months within 
a period of 10 years service. The worker had put in more than 10 years 
cf service and as such she was entitled to avail six months leave on loss of 
pay. The proviso states that leave on loss of pay will not be granted before 
a spell of one years duty to an employee who re urns to duty on loss of pay 
of more than two weeks. The operation of the said clause is limited by clause 
(ix ) which shows that leave on loss of pay may be granted on medical or 
other grounds but that the same will not be granted beyond a period of six 
months . The same shows that on medical grounds or other grounds leave 
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on loss of pay can be granted for six months out of which the worker would 
appear to have availed only about 4 months leave on loss of pay from 
13-10-1970 to 26-19-1970 and 24-11-1970 to 23-3-1971. Clause (ix ) is an 
explanation engrafted to the proviso of sub -clause ( e ) of clause ( 1 ) and 
as such there does not appear to be any reason for the management for having 
refused leave on loss of pay to the worker as per the leave application filed 
by her. At least a portion of her absence will be covered by the leave which 
the worker was entitled to even as per exhibit M8. As such the refusal even 
to grant that leave does not appear to be proper and correct. 

15 . The learned counsel for the management contended that this is not 
a case of dismissal of the worker , but a case where the worker had overstayed 
the leave due to her and as such it amounts to desertion of duty. Exhibit W18 
specifically states that the service of the worker is deemed to have been 
terminated as she had forfeited her right to rejoin duty. The service of the 
worker has been terminated. It is punitive action. No enquiry was conducted 
by the management before impassing the punitive punishment. The circum 
stances stated by me earlier show that the action of the management in 
refusing leave to the worker cannot be held as correct. In the absence of 
the service register and the leave applications, the contention of the mana 
ment that she is not entitled to any kind of leave cannot be upheld as correct 
and even according to the counter statement she must be held to be entitled 
to at least leave on loss of pay . Under those circumstances, the contention 
that this is not a case of dismissal cannot be accepted as correct. That the 
termination of the service of the worker is a punitive action and the same 
is indicated from the evidence adduced in this case. The action appears to 
have been taken with the motive of victimisation . At any rate the circum 
stances indicate lack of bona fides on the part of the management in ter . 
minating the service of the worker. Therefore , I hold that the action of 
the management in terminating the service of the worker is not justified 
and as such she is entitled to be reinstated in service with effect from 
22-10-1971 the date of exhibit W8 with back -wages , continuity of service 
and all other benefits. The period from 5-8-1971 to 22-10-1971 will be treated 
as on leave which the worker is entitled to as per the leave rules and the 
service register . The above issue is found accordingly . 

16. In view of my findings recorded earlier, I pass the award holding that 
the termination of the worker is not justified and that she is entitled to get 
reinstatement with effect from 22-10-1971 with back -wages, continuity of 
service and all other benefits. The period from 5-8-1971 to 22-10-1971 will 
be treated as on leave, any kind of leave to which the worker is entitled to 

This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the same 
in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant and transcribed by him , revised 
and corrected by me on the 25th day of April, 1979. 


( Sd .) 
Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Kozhikodo. 


APPENDIX 


Witnesses examined on the side of the Management: 

24W1 Sri C. Purushothaman, Vice Principal, Ayurveda College, Shoranur. 

MW2 Sri Sankaranarayanan , Accountant, K. A. Samajam , Shoranur. 
Documents marked on the side of the management : 
Ex. Mi Acquittance Register of Keraleeya Ayurveda Mahapatasala 

from 1-1-1961 to 15-1-1965 . 
Ex. M2 Acquittance Register of Ayurveda College, Shoranur from 

16-1-1965 to 31-12-1968. 
Ex. M3 Acquittance Register of Ayurveda College, Shoranur from 

1-1-1969 to 30-4-1973 . 
Ex. M4 Attendance Register of Ayurveda College, Shoranur for 1965-66 . 
Ex. M5 Acquittance Register of Keraleeya Ayurveda Samajam Hospital 

and Nursing Home from 1-1-1963 to 15-1-1965 . 
Ex. M6 Acquittance Register of Keraleeya Ayurveda Samajam Hospital 

and Nursing Home from 16-1-1965 to 31-12-1968. 
Ex. M7 Acquittance Register of Keraleeya Ayurveda Samajam Hospital 

and Nursing Home from 1-1-1969 to 31-3-1973. 
Ex. M8 True copy of leave rules of the Samajam . 
Titnesses examined on the side of the worker : 
wwi Dr. P. Radha Menon, Near U. P. School, P. O. Kavalappara , 

Shoranur. 
Documents marked on the side of the worker : 
Ex . W1 Memo dated 29-11-1959 issued by the management. 
W2 Memo dated 9-12-1959 

do 
W3 Memo dated 20-3-1962 

do 
W4 Memo dated 16-6-1973 

do . 
W5 Memo dated 25-7-1967 

do . 
W6 Memo dated 18-8-1967 

do. 
W7 Memo dated 25-8-1971 

do. 
W8 Order dated 22-10-1971 

do . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour & Housing ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 766|79| L & H . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 25th May 1979 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal Alleppey in respect of the dispute 
between the Proprietor, Lekshmi Motor Works, (N. C. C. Coinpound ), 
Pallimukku , Vadakkevial P. O., Eravipuram , Quilon and their workmen re 
presented by the Secretary, Travancore Engineering Workers Union, Quilon , 
received by Government on 19-5-1979 is hereby published under section 17 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 


By order of the Governor, 


P. M. SREEVASUDEVA MENON , 
Deputy Secretary to Government, 


IN THE COURT OF THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, ALLEPPEY 
Dated this the 14th day of May nineteen hundred and seventy -nine. 

Present 
SHRI K. P. M. SHERIFF , B. Sc., B. L. 

Industrial Tribunal 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 6 of 1975 


Between 
The Proprietor, Lekshmi Motor Works (N. C. C. Compound ), Pallimukku , 

Vadakkevial P. O., Eravipuram , Quilon 


And 


The Secretary, Travancore Engineering Workers Union , Quilon. 


For Management. 


sentations : 
Shri K. Velappan Pillal, 
Advocate , Quilon 
Shri Sivadasan , 

Advocate , Qullon 
GA. 376 MC. 


For Union . 


AWARD 


8 . 


"This Industrial dispute between the above parties was referred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication by Government as per G. O. Rt. No. 1144,74 LBR 
dated 10-12-1974 . The only issue referred for adjudication is denial of em 
ployment to the following workmen : 

1. Rajendran 
2. Sasidharan Pillai 
3. Kunjayappan Pillai 
4. Balakrishnan Achary 
5. Krishnan Achary 
6. Raveendran Pillai 
7. Raghavan Achary 

Sivadasan Achary 
9. Kunju Pillai Achary 
10. Thankappan Achary 
11. Vijayan 
12. Kuttan Pillai 
13. Rajan 
14. Parameswaraa Achary 
15. Natarajan 
16. Thankappan Achary 
17. Abdul Salam 
18. Chandra Bhanu 
19. Sankaran Kutty 
20. Raghavan Achary 
21. Ramaswami Achary 
22. Kochunarayanan Achary 
23. Balakrishna Pillai 
24 . Jainudin 
25. Sadasivan Pillal 

26. Rajendran Pillai 
2 . Pursuant to summons the parties appeared and the Union submitted 
the claim statement in which they have contented as follows: -- 

" The workmen mentioned in the reference order were working under the 
Management of Lexmil Motor Works continuously for a good number of years 
ranging between 2 to 12. Originally the concern was run in the name of Modern 
Automobiles. Then the name was changed to Saraswathy Industries and 
thereafter the name was again changed to Lexmi Motor Works. 

The Managemer was not giving any legal amenities to the workers 
for the past so many years and the Union had to interfere with the authorities 
for persuading the Management to implement the provisions of the Statutes. 
This action of the Union has annoyed the Management and the Management 
started to take retaliatory measures to teach the workmen 

lesson 

and 
therefore employment was denied to the afore-mentioned workmen without 
any reason whatsoever , 
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Rajendran and Sasidharan Pillai were denied employment from 12-11-1973. 
Kunjayappan Achari and Balakrishnan Achari were denied cmployment from 
22-12-1973. Krishnan Achari was denied employment from 

31-12-1973. 
Raveendran Pillai, Raghavan Achari, Sivadasan Achari, Kunju Pillai Achari, 
Thankappan Achari, Vijayan , Kuttan Pillai and Rajan were denied employment 
from 4-1-1974 . Parameswaran Achari, Natarajan, Thankappan Achari, Abdul 
Salam , Chandrabhanu were denied employment from 7-1-1974 . Saokaran Kutty, 
Raghavan Achari, Ramaswami Achari, Kochu Narayanan Achari, Balakrishna 
Pillai and Jainudheen were denied employment from 9-1-1974 Sadasivan Pillai 
and Rajendran Pillai were denied employment from 12-1-1971. The action 
of the opposite party in denying employment to this workmen is arbitrary, 
Illegal and unjust and it amounts to an act of victimisation ." . 

The Union concluded with a prayer that an award may be passed rein 
stating the concerned workmen in service with back wages. 

3. The reply statement was submitted by Shri R. Gopinathan Nayar for 
and on behalf of the Management. In the reply statement it is contented as 
follows : 

" Lexmi Motor Works was a proprietory concern which was owned by 
O. Lekshmi Amma, Uma Nivas, Thamarakulam , Quilon . The said Lekshmi Amma 
died on 8th March 1976 without any issue. While the above Lekshmi Amma 
was alive I was her mandate holder. In that capacity I used to receive 
communications addressed to her . By her death the mandate in my favour 
automatically ceased . But the summons issued from this court was accepted 
by me and so this written statement is being filed by me. 

On the date of reference the said Lekshmi Amma, the sole Proprietress of 
LexmiMotor Works was not alive and hence the reference is void and so the Tri 
bunal has no jurisdiction to entertain or try this dispute. The motor works business 
was conducted in a shed belonging to Shri P. Gopinathan Pillai, Brindavan 
Gardens, Kilikollur, Quilon . It is not correct when it is said that the work 
men concerned have many years of continuous service in the said concern 
from 2 to 12 years, since the business was started only in 1973. The Conten 
tion that originally its name was Modern Automobiles which was changed 
to Saraswathy Industries and then to Laxmi Motor Works is not correct. In 
the rented shed certain others conducted workshop previously and the present 
business has nothing to do with the Modern Automobiles or Saraswathy Indus 
tries. 

The Management repudiated all the other contentions of the Union and 
continued as follows: 

" In fact 0. Lekshmi Amma was not conducting a fullfledged or regular 
workshop and all the workers mentioned in the reference order were not 
engaged by her. 

A few of them were engaged on casual basis as and when 
work was available and those who were engaged used to be paid daily wages 
then and there. This was going on till the death of O. Lekshmi Amma and 
by her death the workshop business came to a close, 
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Subsequent to the death of the said O. Lekshmi Amma, the shed in 
which O. Lekshmi Amma was conducting the business has been taken on rent 
by Sint. O. Nani Amma and she is conducting a workshop which is a fresh 

business started by her . But however, certain persons who were being engaged 
• by O. Lekshmi Amma are now employed on casual basis by the said O. Nani 

Amma as and when work is available. The persons who are so engaged in 
the business of O. Nani Amma are Ms. Rajendran , Sasidharan Pillai, Kunju 
Pillai Achari, Thankappan Achary, Kuttan Pillai, Parameswaran Achary, 
Natarajan , Abdul Salam , Chandra Bhanu , Sankarankutty, Ramaswamy Achary, 
Sadasivan Pillai and Rajendran Pillai. The remaining persons mentioned 
In the reference order , it is understood, are employed in various other places 
and workshops. 

The allegation that such and such workers were denied employment 
on such and such dates as mentioned in the claim statement is incorrect and 
so denied . There is no question of reinstatement with or without back wages 
of any of the persons mentioned in the reference order in an establishment 
which has ceased to exist. There cannot be an industrial Dispute regarding 
employment in . dead industry. The workers are not entitled to any relief 
whatsoever ." 

4. The Union thereafter submitted a rejoinder in which they have repudiated 
all the contentions of the Management as per their reply statement and has 
continued as follows: 

" Mr. R. Gopinathan Nair, who has filed this reply statemen : is the real 
employer of the concern . He was conducting the business along with his 
relative N. Janardhanan Pillai, Cashew Exporter, National Nut Company, 
Pallimukku, Quilon . The Lekshmi Amma referred to had nothing to do with this 
concern . If at all there is any paper in connection with the same it can only 
be considered as bogus and the fruits of a benami transaction , created with 
the ulterior motive of defeating the legitimate claim of the workaren . 

The concern is actually working for the last 13 years and even now it 
is functioning as is stated above. It is a fact that the 26 workmen whose 
rames are shown in the written statement of the union are workmen under 
the Opposite Party and the Opposite Party has denied employment. The 
concern is actually conducted by Sri R. Gopinathan Nair and Sri Janardhanan 
Pillai. The Introduction of the fictious personality O. Nani Amma, who has 
apparently no address is another device to circumvent the provisions of law . 

5. The case came up for evidence and the Union examined WW1 completely 
and WW2 in chief , marking Exts. W1 and W2 respectively . The case was 
adjourned for the cross- examination of ww2. But ww2 absented without 
assigning any reason whatsoever. In the meantime a taik of compromise 
was initiated but the parties could not effect a compromise inspite of granting 
ample opportunities for the same. Since the compromise could not materialise 
the case was posted again for the evidence of the Union . But ww2 could 
not turn up and so after examining ww3 the Union closed their evidence. 
The Management then examined MW1 and closed their evidence also. Although 
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both the parties submitted that argument notes are being filled , 

only 

the 
Management could file the same. 

6. WW1 is Shri N. Rajan , Mechanic in Lexmi Motors. He has deposed 
that he has joined the service of Lexmi Motor Works as a Mechanic in the 
year 1968, but at that time the name of the Company was Saraswathy Indus 
tries , that he worked for a period of 5 years, that at the time of his termina 
tion of work the name of the Company was Lexmi Motors, that the employer 
was Shri Janardhanan Pillai, that he was working in the 

concern upto 
12-11-1973, that thereafter he was denied work because of his demand of all 
the statutory benefits, that trade union work was denied in the establishment, 
that his E. S. I. card was marked as Ext. wi, that since he joined the trade 
union , himself and Sasidharan Pillai were discharged from service and that 
some other 10 to 20 persons were also sent out of service . According to him 
he was getting three rupees dally wages at the time of his discharge. He 
las concluded with a prayer that he may be reinstated in service . 

In the cross - examination he has admitted that he was not given an 
appointment order. He has denied any knowledge of O. Lekshmi Amma, the 
alleged Proprietor of the concern. As an answer to a pointed question whether 
Lekshmi Amma was the employer on 8-3-1974 he has answered that he has 
never seen Lekshmi Amma. He has declared that the shed of the workshop 
belongs to Janardhanan Pillai. Hehas also denied any knowledge of Nani Amma. 
He has affirmed that now work is carried on in the shed. He has pointed out 
that no record is given to him for discharging him from service . 

7 . WW2 is Shri K. Narayanan , Mechanic in Lexmi Motor Works. He has 
deposed in the chief as follows : 

" I am No. 22 in the reference order. I was working in Lexmi motors . 
The employers were Gopinathan Pillai and Janardhanan Pillai. I have got 
11 years service in the establishment . All the 26 workers mentioned in the 
reference order were working in the establishment. The previous name of 
the establishment was Saraswathy Industries. I was working upto 9-1-1974 . 
The reason for discharging me from service was because I demanded P. F. 
and bonus. He has declared that all the workers were not having E. S. I. 
cards. But some of them were having the same and he was also one among 
thern . His card is marked as Ext. W2. According to him when he made 
a complaint to the Union the Management sent him out of service on 9-1-1974. 
The others were sent out of service previously and some were sent out of 
service after his discharge. He has concluded with a prayer that he inust 
be reinstated in service with full back wages. 

8. WW3 is Shri Thyagarajan , the General Secretary of the Union. He 
has deposed as follows : 

Ohief : I know all the 26 workers in the reference order. They were 
workers in Lexmi Motor Works. Lexmi Motors was at first know as Modern 
Automobiles and thereafter as Saraswathy Industries and finally as Lexmi 
Motors. It is being carried on like that for the last 12 years. All the 26 
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persons are members of the Union . All of them were not given E. S. I. 
benefits. They were also not getting P. F. benefits. The Union submitted 
demands to the Management claiming P. F. benefits for the workmen . A 
complaint was also sent to the P. F. Commissioner to that effect, which is 
marked as Ext. W4. The Commissioner sent a letter to the Secretary of 
the Union which is marked as Ext. W3. The Union has sent a letter to the 
E. S. I. authorities, the copy of which is marked as Ext. W5. The copy of 
a letter sent to the A. L. O. on 7-11-1973 by the Union is marked as Ext. W6. 
During the period from 12-11-1973 to 12-1-1974 all the 26 workers were sent 
out of service on different dates by the Management. On 11-1-1974 the Union 
sent a letter to the Management requesting that all these people should be 
reinstated in service . Copy of this was also sent to tho D. L. O. The copy 
of the letter is marked as Ext. W7. What are the circumstances by which 
these 26 persons were sent out of service ? ( A ) The Union has sent com 
plaints to the Departments of P. F. and E. S. I. etc. , that all the concerned 
workers should be given the benefits as per the Acts and as a retaliation these 
workers were denied employment. In the reference order the name Kunjan 
Pillai is mistakenly put as Kunjan Achary. These workers should be rein 
stated in service with full back wages . 

Cross : There is record to show that this establishment was run in the 
name of Saraswathy Industries. I do not know whether it was a private 
limited company. There is a cashewnut factory in the name of Saraswathy 
Industries. But both are not the same. I have understood that Saraswathy 
Industries is owned by Mr. Janardhanan Pillai and his people. I do not know 
who has sent the E. S. I returns. Can you produce all the 26 workers before 
court ? ( A ) Most of the workers are working elsewhere. But I can produce 
more than 50 % . I do not know anything about 0. Lekshmi Amma. As to 
our experience it is Janardhanan Pillai who is the employer . I deny that 
Lekshmi Amma, who might have expired on 8-3-1974 , was conducting this 
establishment. In the claim statement " She" and "Her" are the words used 
for the sake of the employer . Now the establishment is run by a woman. 
For showing the service there are E. S. L cards. I do not know whether Nant 
Amma is conducting another workshop. All the 26 workers have complained 
to the Union . 

9. MW1 is Shri G. Krishnan Nair, Manager of Sri R. Gopinathan Nair . 
He has deposed as follows: 

Chief : I am the Office Manager of Sri R. Gopinathan Nair, who has sub 
mitted the reply statement. Lexmi Motor Works belong to 0. Lekshmi Amma. 
She has expired on 8-3-1974 . In this case summons had been accepted by 
R. Gopinathan Nair. Gopinathan Nair no connection with this business . 
He was the mandate -holder of O. Lekshmi Amma . Lekshmi Amma has started 
this workshop before 1973. This business has neither capital investment 
nor assets. Now in the shed O. Nani Amma is conducting a workshop. The 
name is Quilon Motor Works. All the 26 workers mentioned in the claim 
statement were not working under Lekshmi Amma. The 13 persons mentioned 
in the reply statement of the Management were working under Lekshmi Amma. 


They are now working under O. Nani Amma. Some of them expired. Neither 
the P. F. nor the E. S. I. Act was applicable to this establishment. Lekshmi 
Amma was not conducting this establishment regularly . It is not correct 
to say that the workers were having 2 to 12 years service. It is not correct 
to say that the workers were denied employment on separate dates. 

Cross: I do not know the names of the workers. I do not know the names 
of the workers who are alive or dead. There are 13 employees who have 
got work . I am not an employee of this establishment. I 3m on Office 
Manager. You have not filed an affidavit before court stating that your 
deposition is for and on behalf of Gopinathan Nair or this establishment 
Gopinathan Nair is even now alive. He can come before court and be examined. 
Gopinathan Nair had mandate of Lekshmi Amma It is not Power of Attorney. 
Gopinathan Nair has a right to sign cheques and obtain money from the Bank 
for and on behalf of Lekshmi Amma. He is entitled to receive the communi 
cations in her name. I do not know the date of the mandate . Authorisation 
was given in the Post Office by Lekshmi Amma that her letters should be 
delivered to Gopinathan Nair . That was in the year 1973. I do not know 
anything about the correspondence regarding this case . I do not know about 
the conferences conducted for this case. I do not know who has appeared 
in the conference for the Management. Lekshmi Amma is not related to 
me. I have participated in her funeral. Is there any registratior for the 
Company ? ( A ) Yes. I have not seen the registration . I have not seen 
the profit and loss account. The nature of work in the establishment is auto 
mobile repair . You are giving a statement against facts and truth for and 
on behalf of your employer Gopinathan Nair, is it not ? ( A ) No. 

Re : I have seen the establishment running at the time when Lekshmi Amma 
was alive . In the reply statement the names of the workers are shown. It 
is a proprietory concern. There is no question of registration . It has neither 
capital investment nor any capital. 

10. Taking all the facts and circumstances of the case into consideration 
I am constrained to hold as follows: 

The Union has adduced cogent evidence to prove that all the 26 workers 
were employed in the establishment, at present known as Lexml Motors, for 
a pretty long time even when the concern was known as Saraswathy Indus 
tries and Modern Automobiles respectively , on previous occasions. The evidence 
adduced by the Management is through the Office Manager of Sri 
R. Gopinathan Nair , who has accepted the summons issued from this court 
in the address of Proprietor , Lexmi Motors etc.,. In the reply statement 
Sri Gopinathan Nair has stated that he is the mandate -holder of Lekshmi Amma, 
who has expired on 8-3-1974 . Although MW1, the Office Manager of Sri 
Gopinathan Nair could not adduce any reliable evidence regarding the establish 
ment, its working and its workers, he could indisputably declare that Sri 
Gopinathan Nair was entitled to draw money from the Bank accounts of Smt. 
Lekshmi Anma, receive letters from the Post Office for and on behalf of her 
etc. Now it is the accredited case of the Union that this Gopinathan Nair 


is actually the owner of the workshop and Smt. Lekshmi Amma in her life 
time was only a name lender. Sri R. Gopinathan Nair could have easily come 
before court and given his sworn statement. It has come in evidence through 
MW1 that Sri Gopinathan Nair is alive and could come before court to depose 
for and on behalf of the Management. It is a pitty that Sri Gopinathan Nair 
could not come before court and give his sworn statement in support of his 
case. Therefore in the light of the clinching evidence adduced by the Union 
through their witnesses ww1 to ww3 that all these 26 employees were 
working in the establishment of Lexmi Motors, that they were discharged 
from service without any reason whatsoever, that their denial of employment 
is utterly illegal and unjustifiable and that they are entitled to be reinstated 
in service with back wages, I hold that the case set up by the Union is true 
and correct. At the same time ww3, the General Secretary of the Union 
was not brave enough to depose before court that he can produce all the 26 
employees mentioned in the reference order. Therefore the contention of the 
Management that some of the workers are expired and some are having work 
somewhere else etc., should be considered as to have force. Anyhow , the con 
tention of the Management that this establishment has neither any capital 
investment nor assets of its own, is not denied by the Union. Therefore even 
if the concern is now working with a small contingent of workmen as alleged 
by the Union , the future of the establishment appears to be bleak. At any 
rate the denial of employment of the concerned employees can only be considered 
as to be unjustifiable and illegal. Therefore in the circumstances of the case 
I hold that, reinstatement of these workmen is not advisable as there is no 
love lost between the Management and the workmen since the workmen have 
made complaints to the various Departments for persuading the Management 
to implement that statutes so that the workmen may enjoy the benefits thereof. 
It has also come in evidence that about 50 % of the workmen are employed 
elsewhere. 

11. Therefore I hereby direct the Management to give compensation to all 
the concerned workers taking into consideration their past services after 
identifying each and every worker, at the rate of 15 days average pay for 
every completed year of continuous service or any part thereof in excess of 
six months. All the workers are also entitled to get one month s notice pay. 

12. I pass this award in terms specified above and this award shall come 
into force on the expiry of thirty days from the date of its publication in the 
Government Gazette. 


Alleppey, 
14-5-1979. 


K. P. M. SHERIFF , 
Industrial Tribunal. 
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APPENDIX 


Witnesses examined on Management s side. 

MW1. Shri G. Krishnan Nair . 


Exhibits marked on Management s side. 

Nil. 


Witnesses examined on Workoman s side. 

WW1. Sri N. Rajan . 
WW2. Sri Kochunarayanan. 
WW3. Sri S. Thyagarajan . 
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Exhibits marked on Workman s side. 
Ext. W1. ESIC s Identity Card. 
W2. 

do 
W3. Letter dated 26-11-1973 from P. F. Commissioner. 
W4. Letter dated 7-11-1973 from the Secretary , Travancore 

Engineering Workers Union . 
W5. Letter dated 7-11-1973 from the Secretary, Travancore 

Engineering Workers Union , 
W6. Letter dated 7-11-1973 from the Secretary, 

Travancore 
Engineering Workers Union. 
W7. Letter dated 11-1-1974 from the Secretary , Travancore 

Engineering Workers Union. 


GA, 375MC . 


Kerala Gazette No. 42 dated 23rd October 1979. 
PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour & Housing (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 820|79 |L & H. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 1st June 1979 . 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of the Primary Co-operative Land Mortgage Bank 
Ltd , No. Q. 390, Pathanamthitta and the workman Shri A. K. Velayudhan Pillal, 
Vellapallil House, Mundapuzha, Ranni, P. O. received by Government on 9-5-1979 
is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
( Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 


By order of the Governor, 
P. M. SREEVASUDEVA MENON , 

Deputy Secretary . 


IN THE COURT OF THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, ALLEPPEY 
Dated this the 23rd day of March ninteen hundred and seventy -nine 

Present 
SHRI K. P. M. SHERIFF , B.Sc., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 35 OF 1975 

Between 

THE PRESIDENT, 
Primary Co -operative Land Mortgage Bank Ltd. 
No. Q. 390, Pathanamthitta . 

And 

THE WORKMAN 
viz ., Shri A. K. Velayudhan Pillal, Vellappallil House, 

Mundapuzha, Ranni P. O .. 
Representations : 

Shri C. K. Parameswara Panicker, 
Advocate, Alleppey . 

For Management . 
Shri P. Narayanan Nair, 
Advocate, Alleppey . 

For Workman . 
GA . 346 |MO. 
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This Industrial Dispute between the above parties was referred to this 
ribunal for adjudication by Government as per their order No. G. O. Rt. No. 892 
5 !LBR dated 13-8-1975 . The issue referred for adjudication is " Dismissal of 
hri A. K. Velayudhan Pinal" . 

Pursuant to summons the parties appeared, submitted their Vakalaths and 
he workman submitted his claim statement in which he has contended as 
ollows: 

" I was an employee of the Primary Co-operative Land Mortgage Bank Ltd., 
No. Q -390, Pathanamthitta. 

I was first appointed in the Bank as a Clerk on 9-6-1969. On 29-6-1973 
I was promoted and appointed as a permanent Supervisor. I 

was again 
reverted as a Clerk , about which I was informed on 21-7-1973, and subse 
quently , I was suspended pending enquiry on 20-7-1973, on certain allegations 
and finally dismissed by the President on 12-11-1973, without adhering to any 
known principles of law . 

I had demanded for reinstatement as a Supervisor, and since the Manage 
ment took a very obstinate stand, the dismissal has been referred for adjudica 
tion by this Honourable Tribunal. 

The dismissal is legal, void and inoperative and opposed to every principle 
of natural justice. The dismissal is victimisation pure and simple, and it lacks 
bonafides, but smells too much of malafides. 

One Mr. K. V. Thomas was a Supervisor in the Bank. He was dismissed 
by the then Board for very serious misconducts and I was appointed in his 
place. The said Mr. K. V. Thomas was working with full vigour to replace that 
Board in the elections and to get the present Board Members elected . However, 
his efforts became fruitful and the present Board Members took charge. No 
Booner did they assume charge, just to repay the efforts of Mr. Thomas, the 
present Board reverted me as a clerk and appointed Mr. Thomas as the 
Supervisor, without even giving me an opportunity to explain any shortcomings 
if found. I had to take up the matter with higher authorities, and feeling that 
my efforts will be successful, the Board , just to safeguard Mr. Thomas s interest, 
dismissed me on flimsy and silly grounds. 

I was working in the field , as Supervisor prefixed programme intimated 
to the Secretary , from 14-7-1973 till 18-7-1973 . On 19th and 20th of July 1973 
I could not go to the Bank due to personal reasons and on 21-7-1973 I reported 
back in the Bank . Then I was informed that I have been reverted as a Cleric. 
I took casual leave for 19th and 20th of July and up to 24th of July . I extended 
my authorised leave till 18-8-1973, and in the meanwhile filed an appeal against 
my reversion, which could not be finalised due to very serious personal opposl 
tion from the President of the Bank. On 20-8-1973 I was suspended pending 
enquiry on certain allegations. 


Though on 20-8-1973, the Bank issued me a memo of charges, I could 
receive the same only on 22-9-1973. There were six counts of charge . 

I gave my explanation to these charges on 24-9-1973, explaining all the 
allegations levelled against me and denying all the charges. 

On 22-9-1973 itself the President informed me that I should appear for a 
personal hearing in the Bank Office on 4-10-1973. Accordingly I attended the 
personal hearing, but there was no hearing , save some questions were asked 
for which I replied , but they refused to record my statements as I stated and 
hence I refused to sign then as such , but recorded that I refused to sign. 

Though it is alleged that a Sub Committee submitted their report, I am 
conipletely ignorant of such a report, since there was no domestic enquiry to my 
knowledge. After the so -called personal hearing, the President passed his 
proceedings on 19-10-1973 and intimated me on 12-11-1973 that I am dismissed 
from the Bank . 

The six counts of charges levelled against me are all baseless and wrong. 

The first charge was that I did not return 7 files taken by me on 14-7-1973 , 
without permission . On 14-7-1973, for field work as Supervisor, I had the 
right to take L A. files and I had with me four files, viz ., L. A. No. 410172-73, 
L. A. No. 446 |72-73, L. A. No. 470172-73 and L.A. No. 343|72-73 . I returned 
those files to the President on 20-9-1973, for which the President had given me 
a receipt . There was no complaint at that time that three more files were in 
ny possession. In fact, all the files are in the office. 

The second count of charge was that I removed the Register and Bye -laws 
of the Bank and thus cheated the Bank when I was holding the charge of the 
Secretary . I was holding the charge as Secretary only from 16-5-1973 to 
30-5-1973 . The charge report dated 16-5-1973 by which I took charge as 
Secretary and the charge report dated 30-5-1973 by which I left charge as 
Secretary would show that I had handed over to my successor everything which 
I took from my predecessor as Secretary. 

The third count of charge is also equally false. While I was the Secretary 
of the Bank , money was paid to applicant in 451 71-72, in accordance with the 
Bond executed by him . There was no irregularity in this. There was no dispute 
as to the amount received and the applicant is repaying the amount also as 
agreed to . 

The fourth count of charge is baseless. All expenses were incurred on 
vouchers and the accounts have been passed without any objection . The office 
expenses were sanctioned items of expenses. 

The fifth count of charge also is wrong. Overtime allowance was paid for 
the overtime work done in connection with the elections of the bank and as 
per instructions from the President. 

The sixth count of charge is also equally erroneous. I had avalled leave 
as per bye -laws of the bank. My leave was never refused and availing of a 
right sanctioned by the Bank cannot be a subject matter of a charge 
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I had given satisfactory explanation for these charges and the Bank without 
even conducting an enquiry, dismissed me with ulterior motives explained 
earlier. 

The dismissal is illegal, improper , unfair, violative of all principles of 
natural justice and purely retaliatory, malafide act of victimisation. 

The reversion to a clerk as well as the subsequent dismissal are liable to 
be set aside and I am entitled to be reinstated with full back wages as a 
Supervisor. 

Though reversion is not a specific issue referred for adjudication , it is 
submitted that this issue also is incidentally connected with the dismissal. 1 
was working as a Supervisor till 18-7-1973; and on 21-7-1973, when I went to 
the office, I was informed that I have been reverted to as a clerk . I had been 
on leave till I was kept under suspension on 20-8-1973, and then I was subse 
quently dismissed. It is submitted that I had not worked even on a single 
day as a clerk and charge of my supervisor was not relieved also . In fact, 
when I was suspended I was the Supervisor. There was not even a notice 
issued to me before the so - called reversion . Therefore, if this Honourable 
Tribunal finds that I am entitled to be reinstated, the issue as to the post 
to which I should be reinstated also would loom large, and hence the reversion 
is also an integral and incidental issue to be decided in this adjudication." 

The workman concluded with a prayer that an award may be passed direct 
Ing the Management to reinstate him as Supervisor with full backwages and all 
other attendant benefits and costs. 
The Management submitted the Reply Statement in which 

they have 
contended as follows: 

" The reference is not maintainable either in law or facts 

The allegation in the claim statement regarding dismissal of Shri Velayudhan 
Pillai in para 4 of the claim statement is false and hence denied . The dismissal 
is legal and has been done strictly in accordance with law after giving every 
opportunity to the delinquent and adhering strictly to all principles of natural 
justice. 

Averments in para 2 and 3 of the claim statement are not true and hence 
denied . His claim that he was appointed as a permanent supervisor is also 
not true. The claim is in contravention of the circular No. 4372 dated 5-10-1972 
and circular No. 1173 dated 3-1-1973 and to the spirit of the letter of Registrar 
of Co- operative Societies to the Bank on 25-5-1973. The removal of the 
permanent supervisor Shri K , V. Thomas from the service of the Bank was 
found to be illegal, in appeal filed by him and his dismissal order was set aside 
and he was reinstate service as Supervisor . The alleged appointment of 
the delinquent in the vacancy of Shri K. V. Thomas was illegal and hence not 
approved by the Co-operative Department and hence has not validly taken 
charge as Supervisor nor has he received the salary of a Supervisor at any 
time. There is no vested right for the delinquent for that post. He is not 
qualified to be appointed as a Supervisor and the actions relied on by him are 
Irregular and Illegal and not justiflable under any drcumstances . The other 
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averments in the claim statement about Shri K , V. Thomas are baseless and 
hence denied . The dismissal of the delinquent is not on flimsy grounds. It 
is for grave charges that were detected and revealed against the delinquent. 

Averment in para 6 of the claim statement is false and hence denied. The 
delinquent was absent without leave from 16-7-1973 and he was not working 
in the field as Supervisor during the relevant period on prefixed programme as 
alleged . On verification it was further revealed that several files were taken 
unauthorisedly by Shri Velayudhan Pillal from the Bank . He has not reported 
in the Bank for duty on 21-7-1973. No appeal was also filed as alleged . He 
absented without leave and failed to return the records and files taken by him 
unauthorisedly, he has removed the byelaws from the Bank and has un 
authorisedly disbursed loan against the legal opinion , misused the funds of the 
Bank to the tune of Rs. 455.91 and has without authority appropriated Rs. 275.74 
and Rs. 666 02 in the pretext of overtime, which is not permitted under the 
rules. 

Since the delinquent s explanation regarding the charges levelled against 
him was not satisfactory , an enquiry committee was constituted which conduc 
-ted the enquiry into the charges against the delinquent. The delinquent was 

also present and cooperated in the enquiry. He was given enough opportunity 
and facilities to defend himself . 

The enquiry was conducted by a Sub Committee appointed by the Board 
and the committee unanimously submitted a report finding the delinquent 
guilty of all the charges levelled against him . 

The members of the Board of the Bank met on 10-10-1973, considered the 
enquiry report and found the same to be correct and resolved unanimously to 
accept the report. Thereupon another notice dated 11-10-1973 was issued to 
the delinquent calling for further explanation, if any, for not dismissing him 
from the service of the Bank . Having accepted the notice the delinquent has 
not sent any further explanation . Thereupon on 19-10-1973 at the Board 
meeting it was unanimously resolved to dismiss the delinquent from the service 
of the Bank as per Service condition 8A of the byelaws of the Bank which was 
communicated to the delinquent. 

The answers to the charges as stated in para 11 to 18 of the claim state 
ment are not true and hence denied . The charges levelled against the delinquent 
have been proved beyond the shadow of any doubt. No satisfactory explanation 
has been offered by the delinquent for the charges. 

The averments in para 19 to 21 are also not correct. The dismissal is 
legal, proper, fair and is in consonance with all known principles of natural 
justice. There is no reason for attributing any motive for the Management for 
the action taken . The allegation that it is purely retallatory and malafide 
act of victimisation is denied , being false." 

The Management concluded with a prayer that an Award may kindly be 
passed declaring that the workman is not entitled to be reinstated in service or 
for any relief , whatsoever. 
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The workman immediately submitted replication in which he has 
repudiated all the contentions of the Management and has added as follows: -- 

" There was no appeal by Shri K. V. Thomas and no order was passed by 
any competent authority. The present board in token of the gratitude to 
Thomas for having worked for them , got a petition from him and set aside the 
removal of K. V. Thomas and he was reinstated. No special qualification is 
prescribed anywhere for the post of a supervisor and I was appointed as a 
permanent supervisor which carries with it all rights. 

Leave applications were given for all days of leave and I did not absent 
without leave on any day. 

The files taken by me for discharging my duties were returned for which 
necessary acknowledgement have been obtained. 

I was neither informed of any enquiry committee nor did any committee 
conduct an enquiry ." 

The case came up for evidence and the Management examined MWI, MW2 
and MW3 marked exhibits M1 to M16 and exhibit Wi. The workman there 
after examined himself as ww1 and marked exhibits W2 to W9 and closed 
his evidence regarding validity of enquiry. Thereafter the matter of validity 
of enquiry was heard and orders were passed holding that the enquiry was 
not valid . The case was then posted for evidence of parties and hearing . But 
both of the parties did not adduce any evidence and so the matter was taken 
up for award. 

MW1 is Shri M. K. Somanathan Nair, Secretary, Land Mortgage Bank, 
Pathanamthitta . He has deposed that he is the Secretary of the Bank since 
11-2-1971, that Shri Velayudhan Pillaiwas the clerk of this Bank upto 16-7-1973, 
that thereafter he did not present himself in the Bank , that there was one 
K. V. Thomas who was working as a Supervisor in the Bank, that he was 
transferred from that place, that during that time clerk Velayudhan Pillai was 
working in his place as Supervisor, and that when K. v . Thomas was posted 
back Velayudhan Pillai had to work as a clerk. 

Shri Velayudhan Pillai was issued with a charge-sheet seeking his expla 
nation and since his explanation was not satisfactory he was kept under suspen 
sion . The Bank has then appointed an enquiry committee to make an enquiry 
about the charges against Shri Velayudhan Pillai. The Chairman of the 
enquiry committee was Advocate Shri G. Prabhakaran Nair. Shri Velayudhan 
Pillai has participated in the enquiry and the enquiry committee submitted its 
report in which it was found that Shri Velayudhan Pillai was guilty. There 
after Shri Velayudhan Pillai was dismissed from service in the spirit of the 
enquiry report. Shri Velayudhan Pillai has then filed an arbitration case before 
the Joint Registrar of Co-operative Societies the basis that he was a perma 
nent Supervisor and that he was reverted as a clerk , as Arbitration case No. 11 
of 1973. It was dismissed after hearing both the parties. The dismissal order 
was sent from the Bank by post which was not accepted . Thereafter the 
dismissal order was accepted by him directly from the Bank . For appointment 
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of a Supervisor as per the Co-operative Societies Act, a person should have 
passed S. S. L. C. and should have passed Co- operative Training. Shri Velayudhan 
Pillai was not having this prescribed qualifications. Shri Velayudhan Pillal 
has taken away the files of the Society and was keeping them himself. When 
the Bank demanded the same, he did not entrust the files . Although legal 
advisor reported that a property had encumbrances and money should not be 
advanced without tiding over the encumbrances , Shri Velayudhan Pillai has 
Issued Bank money , after accepting security . He has also unauthorisedly 
obtained overtime wages. He has further received large sums on entertainment 
expenses. These misappropriations were found out by the Auditors during the 
audit. Shri Velayudhan Pillai has absented from the Bank without applying 
for leave or obtaining the same. The Bank has taken the action justly and 
properly . The bye- laws of the Bank are produced and marked as Ext, M1. 
The letter which was given by Velayudhan Pillai to the Bank on 20-9-1973 is 
marked as Ext. M2. The order of the Deputy Registrar of Co - operative 
Societies on the petition filed by Velayudhan Pillai was issued with a notice 
after obtaining the enquiry report seeking whether there is any reason for not 
dismissing him from service. Thereafter the Board decided on 19-10-1973 to 
aasmiss him from service. Ext. M5 is the audit certificate of the year 1972-73 . 
The defects in Ext, M5 is shown at the fag end of the report which is marked 
as Ext. M5A . Velayudhan Pillai has not given any satisfactory explanation 
for the atorementioned defects. Bank is giving loan to the parties. The 
file of Neelakanton Bhaskaran L. A. No. 452 71-72 is marked as Ext. M6. Shri 
Velayudhan Pillai was dealing with this file. When Shri Velayudhan Pillai 
was acting as secretary this Bhaskaran was given an amount of Rs. 1500 as loan . 
But in this dealing Shri Velayudhan Pillai has violated the Society bye-laws. The 
encumbrances were not rectified by the party and Shri Velayudhan Pillai has 
accepted that property as security . The encumbrance certificate in the file is 
narked as Ext, M6A . The legal opinion regarding this file obtained by the Bank 
is marked as Ext. M6B . Velayudhan Pillai has refused to consider Ext.MGA and B 
and granted the loan . Ext. M7 is the minutes book of the Bank volunie 3. On 
page 34 of Ext. M7 resolution No. 13 is recorded which is marked as Ext. M7A . 
On page 59 resolution No. 56 is recorded which is marked as Ext, M7B . In 
page 60 Itesolution No. 58 is recorded which is marked as Ext. M7C . From 
pages 61 to 64 the decision taken against Velayudhan Pillai is recorded which 
is marked as Ext. M7D . The day book from 19-2-1973 to 19-11-1973 is marked 
as Ext. M8. The day book is maintained by the Secretary. In Ext. M8 Shri 
Velayudhan Pillai has written during the time when he was the Secretary . The 
defect mentioned in the audit report can be found out from the day book . The 
responsibility for the defects is vested in Velayudhan Pillai as the Secretary . 
The circular No. 1 obtained from the Registrar of Co-operative Societies on 
3-1-1973 is marked as Ext. M9. The copy of the circular No. 43 of the year 
1972 is marked as Ext. M10. The enquiry report against Shri Velayudhan Pillai 
are marked as Ext. M11 series. The copy of the letter sent to Velayudhan Pilla ! 
on 11-10-1973 and its registration receipt is marked as Exts. M12 and M12A 
respectively The copy of the letter given to Shri Velayudhan Pillal on 22-9-1973 
is marked as Ext. M13 . From Ext, M13 it can be seen that Shri Velayudhan 
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Pulas has accepted the original The charge-sheet given 

to Shrd 
Velayudhan Pillal on 20-8-1973 and its postal receipt are marked as Exta. M14 
and M14A . The copy of the notice issued on 31-7-1973 is marked as Ext. M15 , 
Shri Velayudhan Pulai has recorded in Ext. M15 that he has obtained the copy. 
All the records of the enquiry are produced . Shri Velayudhan Pillai has 
acted against the confidence bestowed upon him by the Bank . The Bank has 
got the right to issue loan to the tune of Rs. 20 lakhs. 

Cross: I am the paid Secretary of the Bank . I am not a member of the 
Director Board. I was not dismissed from Bank service. I was suspended 
from service. The allegation against me was deficiency in Bank money. I 
was suspended by the Board , the period of which was terminated immediately . 
I was not dismissed from service. After suspending me one K. V. Thomas was 
suspended from service. He was then the Supervisor. In the place of 
K. V. Thomas Shri Velayudhan Pillad became the Supervisor , is it not ? ( A ) 
Yes. After your suspension the Board was re- elected and then you were 
allowed to join the service, is it not ? ( A ) Yes. Similarly Shri Thomas was 
reinstated as Supervisor and Shri Velayudhan Pillai was reverted as Clerk. I 
do not know whether there was any instruction from the Co -opera 
tive Department to maintain the status-quo. There was no enquiry against 
me. A criminal case was filed against me by the Department. The 
was referred by the court. The Board has taken decision against me and 
Mr. Thomas on the same date. I have seen in the minutes book the fact that 
Shri Velayudhan Pillai was posted as Supervisor. No explanation 

was 
sought for from Velayudhan Pillal for reverting him from the Supervisor s 
place. Ext. M13 was the notice issued to Shri Velayudhan Pillai regarding the 
enquiry against the charges against him . On a perusal of Ext. M13 it is not seen 
that a sub- committee was appointed for enquiry and that sub -committee would 
conduct the enquiry. The Board has decided to conduct a personal hearing. 
I do rot remember the resolution of the Board. Velayudhan Pillai was not 
Informed about the appointment of the sub - committee. The decision of the 
sub -committee was also not imparted to Shri Velayudhan Pillai. I do not 
know the decision number of the sub -committee. It can be seen from the 
minutes book . In the minutes book the resolution is No. 56 of 30-9-1973 
(Ext. M7B ). The President has sent a final notice to Shri Velayudhan Pillai 
and conducted the enquiry . The proceedings are already produced . The 
proceedings are marked as Exts . M16 . In Ext. M16 Velayudhan Piliai has put 
his signature. I have not attended the enquiry. The first charge was that 
Shri Velayudhan Pillai has taken away 7 files. But after verification it was 
found that he has taken away only 4 files. Those files were returned by him 
later on. They were entrusted to the President before the enquiry was 
conducted. The Supervisors take away the files for valuation . We have not 
Aled any statement before court stating that four files were returned before 
the enquiry. The bye-laws and the registers are put in the possession of 
the Secretary. Shri Velayudhan Pillai was Secretary for the period from 
15-5-1973 to 30-6-1975 . From Velayudhan Pillai one Basheer has taken charge 
as Secretary. There is no report from Basheer that he has taken all the 
charges and cash balance from Velayudhan Pillai. I do not know why 
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Basheer has not made any charge report. Two months after Basheer has 
taken charge the charges against Shri Velayudhan Pillai were issued . 
Basheer has not given any report that he has not received the registers 
and bye-laws from Velayudhan Pillai. In the charge-sheet it is shown that 
Velayudhan Pillai has not given the registered bye-laws. The registered 
bye-laws are even now not present in the Bank I do not know whether the 
Bank has asked Basheer about the registered bye-laws or any explanation. 
I do not know the date on which the registered bye- laws were not to be seen 
in the Bank . I do deny when it is said that all the cash balance and the 
records entrusted to Velayudhan Pillai were given to Basheer . There is no 
arrears regarding the Loan No. 451 of the year 1971-72. There are vouchers 
executed by Velayudhan Pillai. The then Board has decided that the office 
expenses and overtime allowance should not be allowed. But all these accounts 
were passed by the Director Board subject to the audit . In the general body 
meeting the audit report was read out and recorded. No leave applications 
were given by Shri Velayudhan Pillai when he was absent. It is said that 
he has applied for leave, can you deny ? ( A ) I do deny. The leave appli 
cation will be entrusted to the Secretary . I was the Secretary on 16-7-1973 . 
K. V. Thomas has given an appeal to the Board . As per the decision of the 
appeal K. V. Thomas was reinstated. The Bank has started this action against 
Velayudhan Pillai in order to take back K. V. Thomas, is it not ? ( A ) No. Can 
you deny when it is said that on all the days when Velayudhan Pillai 
was 
absent he has sent leave applications by registered post and hy certificate of 
posting, can you deny . ( A ) I do deny. There was a Board meeting on 
21-7-1973. I have attended that Board meeting Shri Velayudhan Pillai has 
filed a case before the Deputy Registrar of Co -operative Societies regarding 
his reversion. The Deputy Registrar has sent a letter asking the Bank 
maintain status-quo. You have not implemented that direction, is it not ? ( A ) 
We have sent reply to the Deputy Registrar stating that he was already 
reverted . K. V. Thomas was taken back before the direction of the Joint 
Registrar was issued. Velayudhan Pillai was given a memo on the basis of the 
reversion . But he did not present himself. Thereafter charge was framed 
and an enquiry was conducted and he was dismissed from service. No notice 
was given to Velayudhan Pillai before his reversion seeking his explanation . 
I am a Paid Secretary , 

Re: Velayudhan Pillai has worked as Supervisor in the vacancy caused 
by the exit of Shri K , V. Thomas. Shri K. V. Thomas was reinstated after 
his appeal before the Board was decided in his favour. When Thomas 
was 
reinstated there was no vilcancy for Supervisor s post and Velayudhan Pillai 
was sent back to his original post. Velayudhan Pillai has not filed an appeal 
before the Board. There is no stay obtained by him for the appeal filed by 
him before the Department. MW2 is Shri Unnikrishnan Nair, who is the 
President of the Board at present. He has deposed as follows: 

Chief: I know the Management Bank . During 1973 I was a Board 
member. Now I am the l resident. When I was a Board member there was 
an enquiry conducted against Shri Velayudhan Pillai. The Board has appointed 
a sub - committee for the enquiry . I was also a member of the same. The 

GA. 346 |MC 


to 


10 


Sub -connittee conducted the enquiry and submitted the report to ine Board . 
The report etc., are all already marked as Ext. M11 series. As per resolution 
No. 156 the Board has conducted the enquiry . The enquiry was conducted 
for the matters mentioned in the charge-sheet on 20-8-1973 and for the matters 
mentioned in the letter dated 31-7-1973 . Thereafter on 22-9-1973 a charge 
sheet was issued for further misconduct. Enquiry was conducted regarding 
the same. In the enquiry Shri Velayudhan Pillai was given all opportunities 
to adduce evidence etc., No witness schedule from Velayudhan Pillai was 
demanded . Put opportunity was given to Velayudhan Pillai to peruse all the 
records produced by the Management. Enquiry report was submitted after 
considering all these facts. I have become the Chairman of the Board in tha 
year 1976. I was also the President in 1975. The enquiry proceedings were 
written by me. In the enquiry proceedings the statements and evidence art 
recorded correctly and truly. Opportunity was given to Shri Velayudhan Pillai 
to examine witnesses on his side. But Velayudhan Pillai did not produce any 
witnesses cr examine them . In the proceedings Shri Velayudhan Pillai has 
put his signatures. Much opportunity was given to Shri Velayudhan Pillai 
during the enquiry. The report was submitted basing on the evidence in the 
enquiry. 

Cross: In the enquiry no witnesses were examined from any of the 
sides. No notice was issued to Shri Velayudhan Pillai demanding the produc 
tion of the record but notice was issued stating that he may examine 
his witnesses. The Bank Secretary had produced all the records in connection 
with the allegations. That was produced on our demand. I do not remember 
whether it is stated in the enquiry report that the Secretary had produced 
documents. The reply given by Shri Velayudhan Pillai for the charge- sheet 
is verified by me. The then President has given a receipt on receiving the 
files, do you know ? ( A ) I canie to know after the enquiry was conducted. 
The committee was convinced that these files were taken away by Shri 
Velayudhan Pillai unauthorisedly: He has furnished the list of the files 
taken away by him . When the Supervisors go to the field these files are 
necessary for valuation . I have not denied any record produced by Shri 
Velayudhan Pillai regarding the return of the file . Shri Velayudhan Pillai 
has not produced any record to that effect and so they were not denied The 
then President was Prabhakaran Nair of Konniyoor. I say that the record 
showing Prabhakaran Nair has received back the files on 20-9-1973 was produced 
before the committee ? ( A ) It was 1.0t produced . Prabhakaran Nair is even 
now present. For taking charge and leaving Carge as the Secretary of the 
Bank , eports will be obtained. Car you deny when it is said that when 
Velayudhan Pillai has left the charg : he has entrusted the cash balance and 
all the records to his successor ? (1.) Such matters have not come to the 
purview of the sub -corimittee. The l & L accounts are prepard yearly . In 
the acounts passed by the general body the amounts alleged to have been 
expended by Velayudhan Pillal for cgarette expense and the overtime to the 
stoff etc., are inciuded in the accounts. The objection was nas arter the 
audit report. The auditor has the rght to examiz cvery iris. I do not 
know whether the instalments are dep.sited by Neeial...! 
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I do not remember whether Shri Velayudhan Pillal has stated in his reply 
that he has given leave applications. There is no such applications in the 
established. Can you deny when it is said that Velayudhan Pillai has 
submitted leave applications on all the dates of his absence throug certi 
ficate of posting and registered post ? ( A ) There is no record in the Bank . 
During the enquiry time Velayuhhan Pillai was questioned and his answer3 
were written down Prabhakaran Nair is a Law Graduate . The general body 
accepts the accounts subject to the audit. The authority for granting leave 
is the Secretary. The enquiry report was prepared after recording the 
other proceedings. 

MW3 is Shri K. G. Ramachandra Kurup . He has deposed that he has 
worked as the Auditor of the Land Mortgage Bank at Pathanamthitta , that he 
has conducted the audit for the year 1972-73 , that Shri Velayudhan Pillai was 
the Secretary there, that the defects which were found during the audit were 
entered into the audit report and that the audit report was prepared truly 
and correctly . 

Cross: I used to go to the Society two or three days in a month . There 
are vouchers for receiving overtime wages. There is no provision in the bye 
laws for the same. I have not stated in the report that for this payment the 
Directors are responsible. There are vouchers for the item also . These are 
all vouchers executed for the office expenses . For this also there is no 
provision. 

WW1 is Shri Velayudhan Pillai. He has deposed as follows: - . 

Chief : I was the Supervisor of the Pathanamthitta Primary Co -operative 
Land Mortgage Bank . I have entered the services of the Bank as a Clerk on 
June 1969. I was then promoted as Supervisor. Now I have no work . I was 
dismissed from service. Before dismissal the allegations against me were 
informed . The allegation was that I took away the files from the office, that 
I absented without sufficient leave or permission . I have not committed these 
misconducts and I have given an explanation to that effect. Was a domestic 
enquiry conducted in your name ? ( A ) No domestic enquiry was conducted. 
It was a personal enquiry . Some questions were put to me which were 
answered by me. My answers were written down by them . When it was read 
out, since they were not my answers I refused to put my signature first . 
Thereafter I wrote that I refused to put my signature and signed the same. I 
have filed a complaint regarding this before the Co -operative Registrar. There 
was cnly such a personal enquiry. Thereafter I was dismissed from service. 
I have returned the files and the President has executed a receipt for the same, 
which is marked as Ext. W2. I was the Secretary of the Bank . Another 
allegation is that I have removed the registered bye-laws of the Bank at that 
tine. There are ncceipts regarding my taking charge and leaving the charge 
as Secretary . When I accepted the charge of the Secretary on 16-5-1973 a 
receipt was executed which is marked as Ext. W3. When I relinquished the 
charge as Secretary on 30-6-1973 another receipt was executed which is marked 
as Ext. W4. When Ext. W4 was executed there was no complaint that neither 
a register nor a bye-law were missing. I have given loans after the execution 


of mortgage deed as per law . For that loan , no arrear was caused . For money 
expended by me, vouchers were executed. Another charge is that I have 
expended money to the tune of Rs. 455.91 for the period from 16-5-1973 to 
29-6-1973 unauthorisedly . I have executed a voucher for Rs. 455.91. The 
accounts of this period was passed by the Board and the general body. For the 
staff and myself overtime wages were given . Receipts for the same can also 
be found in the Bank . Since the staff were few they had been working over 
time during the election time as per the instruction of the President. I have 
never taken leave without leave application . Another charge is that I have 
taken leave without leave application from 16-7-1973 . On 21-7-1973 when the 
Board meeting was being conducted I have filed my first leave application before 
the Board. The other applications were sent by me by registered post and by 
certificate of posting . They were sent in the name of the Secretary. All 
these facts were stated in my explanation. These facts were not perused by the 
committee . The acknowledgement due for the letter sent by me to the President 
1s marked as Ext. W5. The certificate of posting is marked as Ext. W6 series 
1 to 7. I was reverted as clerk on 16-7-1973 . I have filed a case before the 
Co-operative Registrar for an order of stay. I was informed that the case was 
sent to the Deputy Registrar. I have filed an arbitration suit before the Joint 
Registrar of Co-operative Societies. The copy of the same is Ext. W7. The 
Joint Registrar passed an order on 28-7-1973 which is marked as Ext. W8. He 
has asked the Bank to maintain the status-quo till the final decision of the 
suit . But they have not done so . The Board has taken such an action against 
me in order to provide a person who was dismissed by the previous Board when 
he was working as a Supervisor . That is Shri K. V. Thomas. This Thomas 
was canvassing votes for the present Board and that is why he is reinstated. 
The dismissal order issued to me is Ext. W9. My prayer is that I must be 
reinstated in service declaring that my dismissal and reversion are unjust and 
Illegal. 

Cross: A new post of Supervisor was created and I was promoted as such . 
K. V. Thomas was a Supervisor in the Bank . But I do not know from which 
date to which date he was so . Myself and Thomas were never working as 
Supervisors at the same time. When I became the Supervisor I do not know 
whether Shri Thomas was working in the Bank as Supervisor. When I was 
working in the Bank there was dismissal action against Thomas. Was it in 
the vacancy caused by the dismissal of Thomas that you were posted as 
Supervisor ? ( A ) I do not know whether it was in the vacancy caused by his 
dismissal. I was appointed as Supervisor when there was no Supervisor. It 
is not correct when you said previously that a post of Supervisor was created 
and you were posted, is it not ? ( A ) I have not said that a Supervisor s post 
was created and I was posted. When there was a necessity of a Supervisor 
I was appointed as a permanent Supervisor. I was given an appointment order 
for the same. Is there any provision in the terms and conditions of service 
that you have the right of appeal against the dismissal ? ( A ) I am not sure. 
I do not know whether I have filed any appeal other than before this court. 
I have not perused the reply statement of the Management in this case. Do 
you contend that you do not know that Shri K. V. Thomas filed an appeal 


before the Deputy Registrar of Co -operative Societies, Quilon (General) and 
that apreal was allowed by him , upto this day ? ( A ) I do not know . 

What 
are the qualifications of a Supervisor ? ( A ) I do not know the specific quall 
fications of a Supervisor. I have not made any enquiries also. I have studied 
upto Intermediate . I have obtained three weeks Co -operative Training . Train 
ing was in 1971 or in 1972. The dismissal of Shri K. V. Thomus was not set 
aside by the Deputy Registrar . Do you contend that there was co responsibility 
for the Bank to reinstate Shrt K. V. Thomas ? ( A ) Definitely there was no 
responsibility. I have not filed any arbitration before the Quilon Deputy 
Registrar. I am the petitioner in A. R. C. 1173 which is marked 
as Ext. 16A . The petitioner in Ext M16A is myself. The opposite party is 
the Bank. I have filed a stay petition before the Co-operative Joint Registrar 
against my reversion which was sent to the Deputy Registrar. I think I was 
reverted from service for providing Shri K. V. Thomas who has been working in 
the field for the successful return of the new Director Board members. 
Ext. M3 is the order for the stay petition filed by me. Was the date of terini 
nation of your appointment as Supervisor on 30-6-1973 ? ( A ) I am not sure. 
I was in the administration upto 6-7-1973. After 6-7-1973 new Board members 
were elected. I do not remember the election date. It was before 6-7-1973 . 
Is the election date fixed before the termination of the period of the old Board 
or thereafter ? ( A ) I do not know , Were you appointed as Supervisor on 
29-6-1973 ? ( A ) I must peruse the order . I was appointed as Supervisor after 
the dismissal of K. V. Thomas. I have not filed an appeal before the Board 
regarding my dismissal. During the enquiry I did not demand for the examina 
tion of my witnesses. I have also not requested that I should cross examine 
any of the witnesses on the Management s side On my part I have given a 
statement. I have not requested the enquiry committee that they should 
accept any other document. Regarding the misconduct alleged against you 
the documents which were depended by the Management were shown to you, 
but you have submitted that you have nothing more than what is stated in 
your statement, is it not ? ( A ) During the enquiry no document was shown to 
me. My answers were not written down as such . Was there any obstruction 
for your writing in the enquiry proceedings that the answers which were given 
by you were not written as such ? ( A ) There was obstruction . They did not 
allow me. Have you filed any complaint till day that no such opportunity was 
given to you by the committee ? ( A ) No complaint was given to the Board 
which was committing the mischief. I have given a complaint to the Registrar 
within one week s time. I do not remember the date . I have received the 
acknowledgement for receiving my letter. Can you produce the same ? ( A ) I 
have to enquire. Have you seen the enquiry proceedings ? ( A ) Yes. You 
have not stated in your claim statement or in your replication that the answ 
given by you were twisted in the enquiry proceedings, Why ? ( A ) I have not 
stated so . The Society must have confidence in Secretaries and Supervisors . 
Only those persons on whom the President or the Board has confidence will be 
appointed so , is it not ? ( A ) There is no connection between the confidence 
and work . You were not present for work from 16-7-1973 onwards ? ( A ) I 
was having field work . I did not present myself in the Bank. I have reported 
to the Bank on 21-7-1973. I might have put my signature in the attendance 


register. Attendance register is truly and correctly maintained. I have not 
entered Rs. 666.02 as wages for overtime work and Rs. 275.74 as expenses. I 
am not sure about the amounts. But I have taken overtime allowance. For 
payment of overtime in the Bank the Board must permit. I have no permission 
to pay the same by myself. The President used to grant permission . Was 
there any permission by the Bank Board to incur the expenses to the tune of 
Rs. 455 91 ? 

( A ) There was permission . President Shri K. Viswambharan 
has given the permission in writing. Ext. M7 was shown and was asked 
whether 

there is anything in Ext. M7 empowering him by a resolution ? 
( A ) Only instruction was given . That was orally given by the President. I 
might have taken Rs. 275.74 as overtime wages. I do not know whether the 
Board has taken any decision that overtime wage should not be paid . The 
Board which was functioning at that time has not taken such a decision . After 
14-7-1973 there were four files in my possession . Those files were taken by me 
at home during night and to the field during the day time. All these four files 
were in my possession till they were given to the President. After 20-9-1973 
those files were not in my possession . I have not written in the file movement 
register before the files were taken by me. There is no such custom . There 
is no record in the Bank to show that I have taken away the file . The registered 
hye-law is in the office. There is no item -bar receipt to show that I have 
entrusted the same to the Secretary. There was only one receipt executed . 
Bye -law was in the office. I have entrusted the same to Basheer . What is 
the reason for taking the files in your personal possession for months together ? 
( A ) I was under the impression that a stay order will be passed for the 
reversion . Exts . M9 and M10 circulars were sent from the Co -operative Depart 
ment to the Bank . Those circulars have reached the Bank before I became the 
Secretary. I do not know whether special permission was obtained as per 
Exts. M9 and M10 circulars before appointing me. Was there a legal opinion 
in Ext. M6 file ? ( A ) Yes. That is Ext. MOB . I have complied with the 
provisions in Ext. MGB and then only loan was granted. For rectifying the 
encumbrance whether registered document was produced or not cannot be 
remembered by me now . Disbursing loan against the legal opinion is a wrong 
procedure. Ext. M5 is the audit report. The facts mentioned in Ext. M5 are 
correct, is it not ? ( A ) Whether it is right or not I do not know In the 
enquiry proceedings my signature can be seen . The enquiry proceedings were 
written down truly and correctly , is it not ? ( A ) It is not truly and correctly 
written down. You have not stated in the enquiry proceedings that the answers 
given by you are wrongly written , but you have only stated that you refused 
to put your signature and that you have signed the same, is it not ? ( A ) I 

convinced that the writings are not correct, that is why I have written 
that I refused to put my signature. My arbitration case was dismissed. 
Bhaskaran was given the loan on 24-5-1973 . 

Re: The overtime wages paid on each day was written separately . There 
is no file movement register in the Bank. I have not given loan against 
Ext 3 legal opinion. In the Bank notice I was not given any opportunity 
to puuce the witnesses. 
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Since the dispute falls within section 11A of the Industrial Dispute s Act, 
the validity of the domestic enquiry was decided first, as per order da!cd 22nd 
June, 1978. Of course, it was held by me in the order, that the personal 
hearing " conducted by the Management in this case cannot be considered as 
a valid domestic enquiry. 

After passing the order regarding the validity of the enquiry, the case was 
posted for the evidence of parties , if any. But the learned counsels of both 
the parties submitted that they do not propose to adduce any further evidence 
and so the matter was heard and taken up for award . Exhibit M14 is the 
charge- sheet wherein the charges against the delinquent workman were 

dumberated. Exhibit M14A is the postal receipt evidencing the issue of 
exhibit M14 to the workman Shri Velayudhan Pillai. Of course the workman 
has admitted the receipt of the charge-sheet. The sum and substance of the 
charges are as follows : 

Charge No. 1. - That you have unauthorisedly taken away the under 
mentioned files on 14-7-1973 from the Bank and despite my oral as well as 
written requests on several occasions you have not returned the files. Thus 
you have deliberately created troubles for the Bank . 

The files are L. A. No. 34372-73, 416 |72-73, 470172-73, 406 |72-73, 212 72-73, 
43172-73 , 41072-73. 

Charge No. 2. - That you have cheated the Bank by removing valuable 
records including the registered bye -laws of the Bank during the time when 
you were in - charge of the Secretary of the Bank . 

Charge No. 3. - During the time when you were in - charge of the Secretary 
of the Bank , the loan applicant No. 452 71-72 was allowed to register the Mort 
gage Deed in violation of the instructions in the legal report, valuation report, 
and instructions given by the Central Land Mortgage Bank regarding issue of 
loan , and on the security of the deed , you have issued the loan amouit , by 
cheque from the Bank . 

Charge No. 4.-- That you have expended unauthorisedly and tilegal.y an 
amount of Rs. 455.91 for purchasing cigarette, Cool Drinks and Coffee , during 
the period from 16-6-1973 to 29-6-1973 when you were in -charge as the Secretary 
of the Bank and thus you have by the unauthorised expenditure caused ls3 
to the Bank . 

That you have appropriated an amount of Rs. 275.74 as overtin.e a lo vai 
for yourself and an amount ( f Rs. 666.02 as overtime allowance for tie oti 2 
staff members unauthorisedly and illegally and caused loss to the Banc 

Charge No. 5. — That you have absented yourself from work witho it le: Y 
or permission with effect fror 16-7-1973 from the Bank and acted again it ih 
provisions of the terms and conditions of service. 

It has come in evidence that this charge-sheet was not acceptet ky 1h 
delinquent workman when it was sent by registered post. But it was receive 
by him on 22-9- :973 , that is, after a period of more than a months tire, sit 
the charge-sheet was first issued on 20-8-1973. Admittedly the 
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workman has submitted an explanation denying the charges. But neither 
the explanation nor the copy of the explanation are either produced by the 
Management or by the workman . 

On a meticulous scrutiny and an anxious consideration of all the oral and 
documentary evidence adduced by both the parties I am constrained to hold as 
follows: 

Charge No. 1 is regarding the unauthorised removal of the Bank files 
namely L.A. No. 34372-73, 44672-73, 47072-73, 406 72-73, 21272-73 , 43172-73 , 
410172-73, on 14-7-1973 from the Bank . As far as this charge is concerned, 
the delinquent workman has admitted that he has taken away 4 files only out 
of the 7 and that was with the permission of the Bank Secretary . As against 
the preponderance of evidence adduced before me by the Management Bank , 
through their witnesses MW1 to MW3, the workman has examined only himself 
in support of his contentions, that he has removed the files with the permission 
of the Secretary. In fact there is not an iota of reliable evidence from the 
workman s side to prove that the LA files were taken away by him from the 
Bank only with the permission of the Secretary, Therefore it is only just and 
reasonable on my part to come to the conclusion that the delinquent workman 
has removed the important files from the Bank without permission of the Secre 
tary or for that matter from anybody. Admittedly 4 files were returned by the 
delinquent workman to the President on 20-9-73 as evidenced by Exhibit W2 
receipt. From exhibit W2 itself it is seen that Sri.Velayudhan Pillai has been 
keeping in his custody, the concerned files for a period of more than 2 months 
time, that is from 14-7-73 to 20-9-73. It is also interesting to note that after 
14-7-73 much has happened regarding the service of Sri. Velayudhan Pillai in the 
Bank. Oa 16-7-73 he was reverted as clerk from his post as Supervisor on 20-8-73 
he was suspended from service pending enquiry and admittedly Sri. Velayudhan 
Pillai was not working in the Bank in any capacity from the date of his reversion 
as clerk up to the date of his dismissal from service . In fact , it has to be construed 
that Sri. Velayudhan Pillai was in the know of things during the period from 
16-7-73 till the date of his dismissal as far as the actions of the Management 
against him were concerned . Therefore the unauthorised retention of the con 
cerned files by Sri Velayudhan Pillai in his custody, definitely without the 
permission of the Management, is a misconduct which is proved beyond the 
shadow of any doubt. Thus, I hold that charge No.1 is proved aguinst the 
delinquent workman 


Charge No. 2 is regarding the raisconduct that Sri. Velayudhan illai has 
cheated the Bank by removing valuable records including the 1 egistered 
bye-laws of the Bank during the time when he was in - charge of the wecretary 
of the Bank . 


Regarding this charge the Management has not adduced any cogen evidence 
to prove their case. On the other hand the workman has produced : receipts 
which are marked as Exlubit W3 aul W4 respectively in support of his cas . 
Exhibit W3 is the receipt executed by Sii Velayudhan Pillai showing that he has 
taxen charge as Secretary of tre Berk on 16-5-73 from the previous secretary 
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Mr.Somanathan Nair and accepted all the charges with the cash balance. By 
exhibit W4 Sri Velayudhan Pillai has relinquished the charge as Secretary of the 
Bank and handed over the same to the newly appointed Paid -Secretary of the 
Bank , Sri Mohammed Bashir on 30-6-73. In exhibit W4, the new Secretary 
Mr.Mohammed Bashir has endorsed that he has received all the charges with the 
cash balance from Sri A , K. Velayudhan Pillai on that date, Neither in exhibit W3 
nor in exhibit W4 there is any mention of the registered bye-laws or other 
valuable records. Thus in fact there is no evidence to show that the registered 
hye-laws of the Bank together with other valuable records were removed by 
Sri Velayudhan Pillai from the Bank during the period when he was in - charge 
as the Secretary of the Bank and cheated the Bank as alleged by the Manage 
ment. Therefore , charge No. 2 fails, and Sri Velayudhan Pmai cannot be held as 
guilty of the charge. 

Charge No.3 is regarding the issue of the loan amount by cheque by the 
delinquent workman to loan applicant No,45271-72, contrary to the instructions 
in the legal report, valuation report and instructions of the Central Land 
Mortage Bank regarding issue of loan. Of course the delinquert has denied the 
charge. But MW1 has produced and marked exhibit M6, file of L.A.No.452 71-72. 
In exhibit M6 file, the encumbrance certificate and the legal opinion regarding 
the loan application are also appended. The encumbrance certificate is marked 
as exhibit M6A and the legal opinion is marked as exhibit M6B. It is clear 
from exhibit M6A , Certificate of encumbrance of property, that the property 
was hypothicated for a chitty amount of Rs. 275 on one count dated 10-4-1970 
and for an amount of Rs. 900 on 9-6-1970. In exhibit M6B the Legal Adviser 
Advocate Mr. P. M. Thomas , has specifically instructed the Bank that only after 
discharging the chitty debts, the loan sought for may be granted . He has also 
instructed the Bank that the survey numbers of the property are wrongly recorded 
in the application which may also be rectified . Now admittedly the delinquent 
workman has not produced any record to show that he has complied with the 
instructions of the Legal Adviser etc., before accepting the concerned property 
as security and issuing the cheque for Rs. 1500 to the loan applicant . In fact on 
a perusal of exhibit M6 file a statement signed by the loan applicant is seen on 
page 7 which is dated 21-11-1974. In the statement the loan applicant has 
admitted that he was granted Rs. 1500 by the Bank as per his application , and 
that he has executed the Mortgage Deed in favour of the Bank . But he has 
pointed out that in order to absolve the property from the chitty liability, he 
has to pay six more instalments which he would pay within a period of six 
months. He has also stated there, that the arrears of instalments to be given 
to the bank in lieu of the loan, will be deposited by him within a week s time. 
From the aforementioned statement signed and given by the loan applicant 
Shri Neelakantan Bhargavan , it is quite clear that the Secretary registered 
the Mortgage Deed and issued the cheque to the loan applicant without paying 
any heed to the instructions as per the legal opinion or to the encumbrance 
certificate. This is a very serious misconduct which can not be lightly 
countenanced. Therefore I find that this charge is proved to the hilt . 

Charge No. 4 deals with the unauthorised expending of money by the 
delinquent workman to the tune of Rs. 455.91 for purchasing cigarettes, Cool 
GA. 346 |MC. 
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Drinks and Coffee, during the period from 16-6-1973 to 29-6-1973 when he was 
in-charge as a Secretary of the Bank. The workman himself has admitted 
that he has expended so much amount and executed a voucher for the same, 
only with the permission of the President of the Society. All the 3 witnesses 
of the Management have unanimously affirmed that no permission was given to 
the delinquent workman to expend so much money of the Bank for Cigarettes, 
Cool Drinks and Coffee. The workman , on the other hand, has, although 
asserted that there is record to show the permission granted , has 

finally 
admitted in the cross -examination that there was only oral permission from 
the President. MW1 the Paid Secretary of the Bank and MW2 the present 
President of the Bank who was also a Director of the Board during the time 
when Shri Velayudhan Pillai was acting as the Secretary of the Bank , would 
unambiguously assert in their sworn statements that no oral permission was 
given since it is in violation of the bye-laws of the Society, to the delinquent 
workman to purchase Cigarettes. Cool Drinks and Coffee for any amount. 
Taking all these facts into consideration I have no hesitation to come to the 
conclusion that the delinquent workman had committed the misconduct alleged 
by the Management. Therefore this charge also is fully proved against the 
delinquent workman. Under Charge No. 4 there is also another misconduct 
alleged by the Management namely , that Shri Velayudhan Pillai has appro 
priated Rs. 275.74 as overtime allowance for himself and an amount of Rs. 666.02 
as overtime allowance for the other staff members unauthorisedly and illegally 
causing loss to the Bank . The delinquent workman has submitted that he has 
taken so much amount for himself and given the other amount to the other 
staff members but only with the permission of the President. The Management 
has adduced reliable evidence to show that no permission was granted to the 
delinquent workman to take any amount as over -time allowance. The workman 
could not rebut the same by producing any record to show that permission was 
granted or to adduce even oral evidence through any independent witness. There 
fore it is only just and reasonable on my part to accept the case put up by the 
Management regarding this charge and I do so. Thus charge No. 4 also is 
fully proved against the delinquent workman. 

Charge No. 5 is that Shri Velayudhan Pillai has absented himself from 
work without leave or permission with effect from 16-7-1973 from the Bank 
and acted against the provisions of the terms and conditions of his service. 
The charge is denied by the workman . It is his case that he has applied for 
leave for the whole period of absence. He has produced certain certificates 
of posting which were marked as exhibit W1 series 1 to 3 alleging that they 
are the evidence of his sending leave applications to the President of the Bank. 
The case put up by the Management is that even if he has applied for leave, 
since the Management has not granted leave he may be deemed to have commit 
ted the misconduct of absenting from work without leave or permssion. The 
fact that leave was not sanctioned is admitted by the delinquent workman 
himself by exhibit M2 letter sent by him to the President of the Bank on 
20-9-1973. In this letter he has referred to his leave applications and has 
requested that 

sanction may be accorded to his leave applications up to 
19-9-1973. Therefore any reasonable person can come to the only conclusion 
that the delinquent workman was aware that no leave was sanctioned up to 
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20-9-1973, that is about 2 months after , he had started absentng from work 
from 16-7-1973 . Of course absence without leave or permission is an offence 
as per the bye -laws of the Banks, and the delinquent workman has committed 
this offence indisputably . Therefore I hold that charge No. 5 also is proved 
against the delinquent workman . 

Thus, out of the five charges mentioned above, four charges are proved 
against the workman beyond the shadow of any doubt. Therefore by any 
stretch of imagination, I cannot come to the conclusion , that I am entitled 
to interfere in the action taken by the Management against the workman 
Shri Velayudhan Pillai, namely dismissal of Shri Velayudhan Pillai from 
Service. Thus I pass this award upholding the action of the Management Bank , 
in dismissing Shri Velayudhan Pillai from service with effect from 16-7-1973 . 

This award shall come into force on the expiry of 30 days from the date 
of its publication in the Government Gazette. 


Alleppey, 
23-3-1979 


K. P. M. SHERIFF , 
Industrial Tribunal. 


APPENDIX 


Witnesses examined on Management side: 

MW1 M. K. Somanathan Nair . 
MW2 P. Unnikrishnan Nair . 

MW3 K. G. Ramachandra Kurup . 
Exhibits marked on Management side: 
Exhibit M1 Bye- laws of the Bank . 

M2 Letter dated 20-9-1973 
M3 Order No. A. R. C. No. 1173 of the Deputy Registrar of 

Co -operative Societies . 
M4 Proceedings of the Bank dated 19-10-1973. 
M5 Audit Report. 
M5A Auditor s Report. 
M6 Office Note of the Bank . 
M6A Certificate of encumbrance of property . 
M6B Report dated 19-10-1972. 

Minute Book . 
M7A Page No. 34 of M7. 
M7B Page No. 59 of M7. 
M7C Page No. 60 of M7. 
M7D Page No. 61 of M7, 
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Exhibits M8 Journal for the period from 19-2-1973 to 19-11-1973 . 

M9 Copy of circular No. 1 of 73 . 
M10 Circular No. 43/72 . 
M11 Series Enquiry Report. 
M12 Letter dated 11-10-1973 to Shri A. K. Velayudhan Pillai. 
M12A Acknowledgement Receipt. 
M12A Acknowledgement Receipt. 
M13 Letter dated 22-9-1973. 
M14 Letter dated 20-8-1973 to Velayudhan Pillai. 
M14A Acknowledgement Receipt. 
M15 Letter dated 31-7-1973. 
M16 Personal enquiry of Shri Velayudhan Pillai. 
M16A Award of the Registrar of Co-operative Society dated 

17-11-1977. 


IVitnesses examined on the side of applicant : 

ww1. Shri A. K. Velayudhan Pillai 


Exhibits marked on the workman s side : 

Ext. Wi. Page No. 9 of the enquiry report. 
Ext. W2. Receipt dated 20-9-1973. 
Ext. W3. Charge report dated 16-5-1973 
Ext. W4. Charge report dated 30-6-1973. 
Ext. W5. Acknowledgement card dated 24-11-1973. 
Ext. W6. Series 1 to 3 Certificate of posting . 
Ext. W7. Petition under section 69 and 70 of the Kerala Co-operative 

Societies Act , 1969. 
Ext. W8. Proceedings dated 28-7-1973 . 
Ext. W9. Letter dismissing Shri Velayudhan Pillai, 
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GOVERNMENT O * KERALA 
Labour & Housing ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 783/79/L & H . Dated , Trivandrum , 28th May 1979 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Manager of Personnel and LabourRelations, Cochin Refineries 
Ltd., Ambalamugal and their workmen represented by the GeneralSecretary, 
Cochin Refineries Employees Association , Ambalamugal received by 
Governmenton 22-5-1979 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P. M. SREEVASUDEVA MENON , 

Deputy Secretary . 
Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Friday , the 18th day of May Nineteen hundred and seventy-nine ) 

Present: 
SHRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , B. A., B. L. 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 16/76 

Between 
TheManager, Personnel and Labour Relations, Cochin 
Refineries Ltd., Ambalamugal 

And 
The General Secretary, Cochin Refineries Employees 

Association, Ambalamugal 

AWARD 
An industrial dispute existing between the above parties was referred 
to this Tribunal, for adjudication by Government of Kerala by Order 
No. G. O. Rt. 207 /76 /LBR . dated 17-2-1976 . The issues referred are the 
following : 
(i) Eligibility for promotion as Typist/Clerk of M /s K.R. 

Muraleedharan , 2. T. Krishnankutty , 3. P.K. Gokuldas, 
4 . P.V. Pappachan , 5. P.V. Joy, 6 . P.K. John , 

7. P.K.D. Khan . 
( ii ) Justifiability of the company s new programme of training and 

selecting persons for training at the sole diseretion of the 

Management. 
GA . 361 /J. 
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c parties to the dispute filed their statement, claim statement and 
ir documents. A number of adjournments were taken by the union 
ucing oral evidence and finally on 18-5-1979 an endorsement is made 
union counsel quoted below : 
t is submitted that there is no subsisting dispute as regards Issue No.1. 
rds Issue No. 2 , it is submitted that the union seeks no reliefs for the 
sing." 
2 the basis of this I find that there is no industrial dispute cxisting 
n the above parties regarding the issues referred . 


R.K. VENU NAYAR, 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Revenue (C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O.Ms.No. 1148 /79/RD. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 12th September 1979 . 
Government are hereby pleased to direct that in the Kottayam District 
the existing Elikuiam Village of Kottayam Taluk comprising Survey 
Nos. 492 to 714, 717 to 728 , 748 to 773, 834, 835 , 837 to 813 and 845 to 
963, having an extent of 9949.83 acres (4027.3128 hectares) shall be added 
on to the Kanjirappally Taluk, with effect from 1st October , 1979. The 
areas of the two Taluks thus regrouped will be as shown below : 

Kottayam Taluk 123528.57 acres (49990.1074 hectares) 
Kanjirappally Taluk 96763.02 acres (39158.5019 hectares) 


. 


: 


By order of the Governor, 

K. PRABHAKARAN , 
Deputy Secretary 


G. 1513 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Law (Leg . Pbn .) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 15321/Leg . Pbn . 2/78 /Law . Dated, Trivandrum , 16th October 1978 . 

The following Act of Parliament, published in a Gazette of India 
Extraordinary, Part II — Section 1, dated the 3rd August, 1978 , is hereby 
republished for general information . The Bill as passed by the Houses 
of Parliament received the assent of the President on the 3rd August , 
1978 . 


By order of the Governor, 
K. VISWANATHAN NAIR , 

Law Secretary 


THE MAINTENANCE OF INTERNAL SECURITY 

(REPEAL) ACT, 1978 

( Act 27 of 1978 ) 


An 


Act 
to repeal the Maintenance of Internal Security Act, 1971. 
Be it enacted by Parliament in the Twenty -ninth Year of the Republic 
of India as follows 

1. Short title . — This Act may be called the Maintenance of Internal 
Security (Repeal) Act, 1978 . 

2. Repeal of Act 26 of 1971.- The Maintenance of Internal Security 
Act, 1971, is hereby repealed . 
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Section ili 


കേരള സർക്കാർ 


നിയമ ( നിയമനിർമ്മാണം- സി ) വകുപ്പ് 


വിജ°ാപനം 


നമ്പർ 2648/ ലെ സി 3j79 / ലം , തിരുവനന്തപുരം 
, 

1979 മാർച്ച് 29/ 

1901 തം 8 , 
കേരള സംസ്ഥാന നിയമസഭയുടെ താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന ആക്ററ് പൊതുജന 
ങ്ങളുടെ അറിവിനായി ഇതിനാൽ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു 
. നിയമസഭ പാസാ 
ക്കിയ പ്രകാരമുളള ബില്ലിന് 1979 മാർച്ച്27-ാം തീയതി പ്രസിഡൻറിൻ 
അനുമതി ലഭിച്ചു . 

ഗവർണ്ണറുടെഉത്തരവുപ്രകാരം, 

കെ . വിശ്വനാഥൻ നായർ, 
നിയമവകുപ്പു സെകട്ടറി, 


1979- ലെ 6 -ാം ആക്റ് 
1979- ലെ കേരള കശു അണ്ടി ഫാക്റററികൾ ( ഏറെറടുക്കൽ) ആക്ററ 


കേരള സംസ്ഥാന കശു അണ്ടി വികസന കോർപ്പറേഷന് പാട്ടത്തിനു 
കൊടുത്തിട്ടുളള കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റററികൾ ഏറെറടുക്കുന്നതിന് വ്യവസ്ഥ 
ചെയ്യുന്നതിനുള്ള ഒരു ആക്ററ്. 

പീഠിക -കേരള സർക്കാരിന്റെ ഉടമസ്ഥതയിലുളള ഒരു കമ്പനിയായ 
കേരള സംസ്ഥാന കശുഅണ്ടി വികസന കോർപ്പറേഷൻ ക്ലിപ്തത്തിന് ചില 
കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാകറററികൾ അതിന്റെ ഉടമസ്ഥൻമാർ പാട്ടത്തിനു കൊടുത്തി 
രിക്കുന്നതിനാലും; 

അങ്ങനെയുളള കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റററികൾ പാട്ടത്തിനു നൽകിയ അവസര 
ത്തിൽ അടച്ചിടപ്പെട്ടിരിക്കുകയോഅതിന്റെ ഉടമസ്ഥരല്ലാത്ത മററാളുകൾ നട 
ത്തിക്കൊണ്ടിരിക്കുകയോ 
ചെയ്തിരുന്നതിനാലും 
; 

അങ്ങനെയുളള ചില ഫാക്റററികളെ സംബന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളം 
പാട്ടക്കാലാ 
വധി അവസാനിക്കുകയും അങ്ങനെയുള്ള ചില ഫാക്റററികളുടെ ഉടമസ്ഥൻ 
മാർ പാട്ടക്കാലാവധി നീട്ടിക്കൊടുക്കാൻ സമ്മതിക്കാതിരിക്കുകയും 
ചെയ്യുന്ന 
തിനാലും; 

അങ്ങനെയുള്ള ചില കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റററികളുടെ ഉടമസ്ഥൻമാർ അത 
കൈവശം ലഭിക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി കോടതികളിൽ കേസ് ഫയൽ ചെയ്തിരി 
ക്കുന്നതിനാലും; 
G. 1218 , 
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അവ് 


കയോ 


കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റററികൾ ഉടമസ്ഥൻമാർക്ക വിട്ടുകൊടുത്താൽ 
ശരിയായും നിയമാനുസ്യതമായും നടത്താൻ അവർക്ക് സാധിക്കുകയില്ലെന്നും 
അവർ അത് സ്വകാര്യവ്യക്തികൾക്ക് വിൽക്കുകയോ പാട്ടത്തിന് കൊടുക്കു 
ചെയ്തേക്കാമെന്നും 

അങ്ങനെയുളള കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റററികളെ 
കശുഅണ്ടി 

ഫാക്റററികളിലെ തൊഴിലാളികളുടെ താൽപര്യാർത്ഥം 
( പസ്തുത കോർപ്പറേഷൻ തുടർന്നും കൈവശം വയ്ക്കുന്നതിനും മാനേജു 
ചെയ്യുന്നതിനും കഴിയുമാറാകേണ്ടത് ആവശ്യമാണെന്ന് കരുതുന്നതിനാലും ; 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ മുപ്പതാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ താഴെ പറയും 
പ്രകാരം നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കുന്നു : 

1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേരും വ്യാപ്തിയും പ്രാരംഭവും.- (1 ) ഈ ആക്റ്ററിന 
1979- ലെ കേരള കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാകറററികൾ (ഏറെറടുക്കൽ) ആക്ററ് എന്ന 
പേർ പറയാം, 

(2) ഇതിന് കേരള സംസ്ഥാനം മുഴുവൻ വ്യാപ്തി ഉണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്ന 
താണ്. 

( 3) ഇത് 1978 നവംബർ13 -ാം തീയതി പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ വന്നതായി 
കരുതേണ്ടതാണ്. 

2. നിർവ്വചനങ്ങൾ. - സന്ദർഭം മറ്റുവിധത്തിൽ ആവശ്യപ്പെടാത്തപക്ഷം, 
ഈ ആക്ററിൽ - 

( എ ) " കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക °റററി എന്നാൽ 1948 - ലെ ഫാക്റ്റററി ആക്റ്ററ 
(1948- ലെ 63 -ാം കേന്ദ്ആക്ററ്)-ൽ നിർവ്വചിച്ച പ്രകാരമുളള കശുഅണ്ടി 
സംസ്ക്കരിക്കുന്ന ഒരു ഫാക്റ്ററി എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നതും, അതിൽ ഫാക്റ്റററി 
കെട്ടിടവും അതിനുളള സ്ഥലവും ഫാക്റററിയുടെ പ്രവർത്തനവുമായി 
ബന്ധപ്പെട്ടതോ ആവശ്യമുളളതോ ഉപയോഗിക്കുന്നതോ അതിനോട് ചേർന്നു 
ളളതോ ആയ സ്ഥലവും കെട്ടിടവും ഉൾപ്പെടുന്നതുമാകുന്നു . 

( ബി ) കോർപ്പറേഷൻ എന്നാൽ 1956- ലെ കമ്പനി ആക്റം (1956- ലെ 
1 -ാം കേന്ദ്ര ആക° ററ 9)-ൻ പ്രകാരം രൂപീകരിച്ചിട്ടുളള കേരള സംസ്ഥാന 
കശുഅണ്ടി വികസന കോർപ്പറേഷൻ ക്ലിപ്തം എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു ; 

( സി ) ഏതെങ്കിലും കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റററിയെ സംബന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളം 
തൽപര കക്ഷി 

എന്ന പദത്തിൽ ഈ ആ ക °ററുപകാരം ആ ഫാക്റ്ററി 
ഏറെറടുത്തതു കാരണം കൊടുത്തേണ്ട തുകയിൽ ഒരു തേർച്ച അവകാശപ്പെടുന്ന 
തിന് അർഹതയുണ്ടായിരിക്കുകയോ അവകാശപ്പെടുകയോ ചെയ്യുന്ന എല്ലാ 
ആളുകളും ഉൾപ്പെടുന്നു ; 

( ഡി ) " നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെട്ട ” എന്നാൽ ഈ ആക്ററുപകാരം ഉണ്ടാക്ക 
പ്പെട്ട ചട്ടങ്ങളാൽ നിർണയിക്കപ്പെട്ട എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു ; 

( ഇ ) കശുഅണ്ടിയെ സംബന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളം സംസ്ക്കരണം എന്ന 
തിൽ കശുഅണ്ടിയുടെഎണ്ണ എടുക്കലും വറക്കലും, തല്ലലും, തൊലികളയലും, 
തരംതിരിക്കലും, കശുഅണ്ടി പാകപ്പെടുത്തലും ഉൾപ്പെടുന്നു ; 

(എഫ്) "(ടിബണൽ എന്നാൽ 6 -ാം വകുപ്പിൻകീഴ നിയമിച്ചി 
ട്ടുളള ടിബണൽ എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു . 

3. കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റററികൾ ഏറെറടുക്കുന്നതിനുളള അധികാരം.- (1) 
നിലവിലുളളതാ കാലാവധി 

കഴി ഞ്ഞതാ ആയ 

ഒരു പാട്ടത്തിൻകീഴിൽ 
കോർപ്പറേഷൻ കൈവശത്തിലുളള ഒരു കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക റററി അതിൻറ 
ഉടമസിന്റെ കൈവശംഏൽപിച്ചാൽ ആ ഉടമസ്ഥന് ആ ഫാക്റററി ശരിയായും 
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ണ്ടതും 


നിയമാനുസൃതമായും 

നടത്താൻ 

സാധിക്കുകയില്ലെന്നും 
മറേറതെങ്കിലും 
സ്വകാര്യവ്യക്തിക്ക് അത് വിൽക്കുകയോ പാട്ടത്തിന് കൊടുക്കുകയോചെയ്യു 
മെന്നും ആ ഫാക്റററിയിലെ തൊഴിലാളികൾക്ക് വിപുലമായ തൊഴിലി 
ല്ലായ്മ ഉണ്ടാകുമെന്നോ അവരുടെ സേവനവ്യവസ്ഥകളെ പ്രതികൂലമായി 
ബാധിക്കുമെന്നോ സർക്കാരിന് ബോദ്ധ്യമുളളപക്ഷം, ഏതെങ്കിലും കോടതി 
യുടെ ഏതെങ്കിലും വിധിയിലോ, ഡികിയിലോ, ഉത്തരവിലോ എന്തുതന്നെ 
അടങ്ങിയിരുന്നാലും, സർക്കാരിന് ഗസററിൽ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയ ഉത്തരവു 
വഴി ഉത്തരവിൽ വ്യവച്ഛേദിച്ചിരിക്കാവുന്ന അഞ്ചു വർഷത്തിൽ കവിയാത്ത 
കാലത്തേക്ക് ആ ഫാക്റററി ഏറെടുക്കാവുന്നതും ഏറെറടുക്കലുമായി ബന്ധ 
പ്പെട്ടതോ ആവശ്യമോ യുക്തമോ എന്ന് അതിന് തോന്നുന്ന അങ്ങനെയുളള 
കൂടുതൽ ഉത്തരവുകളും പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കാവുന്നതാണ്. 

എന്നാൽ, ഒരു കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്ടറററിയെ സംബന്ധിച്ച് ഈ ഉപവകു 
പ്പിൻ കീഴിൽ ഒരു ഉത്തരവ് പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കുന്നതിന് മുമ്പ്, സർക്കാർ 
ആ 
ഫാക്റററിയുടെ ഉടമസ്ഥനും ആ ഫാക്റററിയിൽ 

അവകാശമുള്ള ഓരോ 
ആളിനും ഈ ഉപവകുപ്പിൻകീഴിൽ നടപടി എടുക്കാനുള്ള അതിന്റെ ഉദ്ദേ 
ശവും അതിനുളള കാരണവും കാണിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് ഒരു നോട്ടീസ് കൊടുക്കേ 

അങ്ങനെയുളള നോട്ടീസ്സിന്നനുസ്യതമായി 
ബോധിപ്പിച്ചിട്ടുളള 
ആക്ഷേപങ്ങൾ പരിഗണിക്കേണ്ടതുമാണ് 
. 

( 2) (1 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൻ കീഴിൽ ഒരു കശു അണ്ടി ഫാക്റററി ഏറെറ 
ടുത്തിട്ടുളളിടത്ത് അങ്ങനെയുളള കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റററി (1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൻ 
കീഴിൽ ഉത്തരവു പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കുന്നതിന് തൊട്ടുമുമ്പ് കോർപ്പറേഷൻ 

കൈവശമുണ്ടായിരുന്ന എല്ലാ യന്ത്രസാമഗ്രികളോടും മററനുബന്ധങ്ങളേ ടും 
മററു ജംഗമസ്വത്തുക്കളോടും അതുമായി ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട എല്ലാ അക്കൗണ്ടു ബുക്കു 
കളോടും രജിസ്റ്ററുകളും മറ്റു രേഖകളോടും കൂടി പസ്തുത 

തീയ വി 
മുതലുളള പ്രാബല്യത്തോടുകൂടി സർക്കാരിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിരിക്കുന്ന 
താണ്. 

(3) (2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം സർക്കാരിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിട്ടുളള 
ഒരു കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റററി തുടർന്ന് അതിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിരിക്കുന്ന 
തിനുപകരം (1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൻകീഴിൽ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയ ഉത്തരവിൻറ 
തീയതി ക്കു മുമ്പില്ലാതെയുളള് ഒരു തീയതി മുതൽക്കുളള പ്രാബല്യത്തോട 
കുടി കോർപ്പറേഷനിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിരിക്കണമെന്ന് 
സർക്കാരിന് 
രേഖാമൂലമായ ഉത്തരവുമൂലം നിർദ്ദേശിക്കാവുന്നതാണ്. 

(4) (3) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൻ പ്രകാരം ഒരു കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റററി കോർപ്പ 
റേഷനിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമാക്കിക്കൊണ്ട 
ഒരുത്തരവ പാസ്സാക്കിയാൽ 
അങ്ങനെയുളള ഫാക്റററിയെ സംബന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളം സർക്കാരിനുളള എല്ലാ 
അവകാശങ്ങളും, ബാദ ° ധ്യതകളും കടപ്പാടുകളും അങ്ങനെയുളള നിക്ഷിപ്ത 
മാക്കൽ തീയതിയിലും അന്നുമുതലും യഥാക്രമം കോർപ്പറേഷന്റെ അവകാശ 
ങ്ങളുംബാധ്യതകളും കടപ്പാടുകളും ആയിത്തീർന്നതായി കരുതപ്പെടുന്ന 
താണ്. 

4. ഏറെറടുക്കലിൽ നിന്നുളള വിടുതൽ.- (1) 3 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം 
ഏറെടുത്തിട്ടുളള ഏതെങ്കിലും കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റററി സർക്കാരിന് ഏതു 
സമയത്തും വിട്ടുകൊടുക്കാവുന്നതും, അതിനുശേഷം അതതുസംഗതിപോലെ, 
സർക്കാരോ കോർപ്പറേഷനോ അങ്ങനെയുളള പാട്ടത്തിലടങ്ങിയിട്ടുള്ള വ്യവസ്ഥ 
കൾക്കും ന്യൂായമായ തേയ്മാനത്തിനും നിയന്ത്രണാതീതമായ 
കാരണങ്ങളാലൂ 
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ണ്ടായിട്ടുള്ള മാറ്റങ്ങൾക്കുംവിധേയമായി, കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റററിയുടെ ഉടമ 
സ്ഥനുമായി ഉണ്ടാക്കിയ പാട്ടക്കരാറനുസരിച്ച് അത് കൈവശം എടുത്തപ്പോൾ 
ഇരുന്ന അതേ അവസ്ഥയിൽ ഫാക്റററി തിരിച്ചേൽപിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

( 2 (1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൻ കീഴിൽ ഏതെങ്കിലും കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റററി 
വിട്ടുകൊടുക്കേണ്ട വരുമ്പോൾ , 

സർക്കാരിന് ഏതെങ്കിലും 

അന്വേഷണം 
നടത്തേണ്ടതോ നടത്തപ്പെടേണ്ടതോ, ആവശ്യമാണെന്ന് കരുതുന്നു എങ്കിൽ അത് 
നടത്തിയതിനുശേഷം രേഖാമൂലമായ ഉത്തരവുവഴി അങ്ങനെയുളള കശുഅണ്ടി 
ഫാക്റററി ഏത്ആളിൻറ കൈവശമാണ് കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതെന്ന് നിർദ്ദേശി 
ക്കാവുന്നതാണ്. 


(3 ) ( 2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൻകീഴിലുളള ഒരുത്തരവിൽ പ്രത്യേകം പറഞ്ഞി 
ട്ടുളള ആളിന് ഒരു കശുഅണി ഫാക്റററി കൈവശം കൊടുത്താൽ, സർക്കാ 
രിൻ കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റററി കോർപ്പറേഷനിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിരിക്കുന്ന 
സംഗതിയിൽ കോർപ്പറേഷൻറയും കൂടി, അ ങ്ങനെയുള്ള കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റ്ററ 
റിയെ സംബന്ധിച്ച എല്ലാബാദ്ധ്യതയിൽ നിന്നുമുളള പൂർണ്ണം( യ മോചന 
മായിരിക്കുന്നതും, എന്നാൽ കശു അണ്ടി ഫാക റററി കെ വശം കൊടുത്തിട്ടുളള 
ആളിനെതിരായി ആ കശു അണ്ടി ഫാക്റററിയെ സംബന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളം 
മറേറതെങ്കിലും ആളിന് നിയമാനുസ്യതമായ നടപടി മുഖേന ഏതെങ്കിലും 
അവകാശം സ്ഥാപിച്ചത് നടപ്പാക്കുന്നതിനുളള അർഹതയെ പ്രതികൂലമായി 
ബാധിക്കുകയില്ല . 

(4) ഒരു കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റ്റററി കൈവശം കൊടുക്കേണ്ട ഏതെങ്കിലും 
ആളിനെ കാണാതിരിക്കുകയോ അയാൾക്കുവേണ്ടി അത് സ്വീകരിക്കാൻ അധി 
കാരപ്പെടുത്തിയ ഏജൻറാ മററാളോ ഇല്ലാതിരിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യുമ്പോൾ , 
സർക്കാർ, കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്റററി ഏറെറടുക്കലിൽനിന്നും വിടുതൽ ചെയ്തി 
രിക്കുന്നു എന്ന് ( പ്രഖ്യാപിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുളള ഒരു നോട്ടീസ്, കശുഅണ്ടി 
ഫാക്റററി പരിസരത്ത് കാണത്തക്ക ഭാഗത്ത 

പതിക്കേണ്ടതും 

നോട്ടീസ് 
ഗസററിലും കൂടി പ്രസിദ്ധംചെയ്യേണ്ടതുമാണ്. 

( 5) (4 )-ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൽ പരാമർശിച്ചിട്ടുളള ഒരു നോട്ടീസ്( പ്രസിദ്ധ 
പ്പെടുത്തിയിരിക്കുന്നറിടത്ത് അങ്ങനെയ്യളള നേ ടീ സ്സിൽ സൂചിപ്പിച്ചിട്ടുളള 
കശു അണ്ടി ഫാക്റററി അങ്ങനെയുളള പ്രസിദ്ധീകരണത്തീയതിയിലും അന്നു 
മുതലും ഏറെറടുക്കലിന് വിധേയമല്ലാതായിത്തീരുന്നതും അതിന്റെ കവശം 
കിട്ടുന്നതിനർഹതയുളളയാളിന് ഏൽപിച്ചുകൊടുത്തതായി കരുതപ്പെടുന്നതും 
• പ്രസ്തുത തീയതിക്കുശേഷമുള്ള ഏതെങ്കിലും കാലയളവിലേക്ക അങ്ങനെ 
യുളള കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക ° റററി യെ സംബന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളമുളള ഏതെങ്കിലും 
നഷ്ടപരിഹാരത്തിനോ മററവകാശങ്ങൾക്കോ സർക്കാരോ കോർപ്പറേഷനോ 
ബാദ്ധ്യസ്ഥമല്ലാത്തതുമാണ്. 

( 6 ) 3 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം ഏറെറടുത്തിട്ടുളള ഏതെങ്കിലും കശു 
അണ്ടി ഫാക്ടറിയാ അതിന്റെ 

ഏതെങ്കിലും പ്രധാനപ്പെട്ട ഭാഗമോ, തീ 
പിടുത്തം, ഭൂമി കുലുക്കം, കൊടുങ്കാറ്റ്, വെളളപ്പൊക്കം എന്നിവ മൂലമാ 
ഏതെങ്കിലും ആൾക്കൂട്ടത്തിൻറ അകമമോ മററു തടയാനാവാത്ത ശക്തിയോ 
കാരണമോ പൂർണ്ണമായി ന ശ ി ക ത ക ദ യ സാരമായും സ്ഥിരമായും 
തോട്ടണ്ടി 

സം സ ക്കര ണ . നടത്തിക്കൊണ്ടുപോകുന്നതിന് അയോഗ്യമ യി 
ത്തീരുകയോ ചെയ്യുകയാണെങ്കിൽ സർക്കാരിൻറ അഭീഷ്ടമനുസരിച്ച് 
ഏറെറടുക്കൽ നിഷ്ഫലമായിത്തീരുന്നതാണ്. 
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വാടക 


എന്നാൽ, സർക്കാരിന്റെയോ 

കോർപ്പറേഷൻറയം ഏ ക ത ക ി ലു 
തെററായ നടപടിയോ വീഴ്ചയോ 
കാരണം അങ്ങനെയുളള കശു അണി 
ഫാക്ടറിക്ക് നാശം സംഭവിക്കുകയാണെങ്കിൽ 
ഈ ഉപവകുപ്പിന്റെ ആനു 
കൂല്യം സർക്കാരിന് ലഭ്യമായിരിക്കുന്നതല്ല . 
5 . 

പണം കൊടുക്കൽ.- (!) ഈ ആക്ററിൻ കീഴിൽ ഏതെങ്കിലും 
കശുഅണ്ടിഫാക്ടറി ഏറെറടുത്തിട്ടുളളിടത്ത് ആ കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്ടറിക്കും 
ഇതിനുശേഷം പ്രസ്താവിച്ചിട്ടുളള തത്വമനുസരിച്ചും ആ രീതിയിലും 
തീരുമാനിച്ചിട്ടുളള തുക വാടകയായി 
കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതാണ്, അതായത് : 

വാടക ക കരാറനുസരിച്ച് നിശ്ചയിക്കാൻ കഴിയുന്നി 
ഉത്ത അത 

അങ്ങനെയുളള കരാറനുസരിച്ച് കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതും ; 
( ബി ) അങ്ങനെയുളള കരാറിലേർപ്പെടാൻ 
സാധിക്കാത്തിടത്ത്, 
സർക്കാർ, ഉത്തരവുവഴി ; 
(i) 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1) -ാം 

ഉപവകുപ്പിൻകീഴിൽ 
ഉത്തരവ 
( പസിദ°ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിനു തൊട്ട് മുമ്പുളള തീയതിയിൽ ആ 

കശുഅ ണ്ടി 
ഫാക്ടറിക്ക് കേ ർപ്പറേഷൻ കൊ ടു ത്തു കൊ ണ്ടി രു ന്ന വാടകത്തുകയേ 
ക്കാൾ ഇരുപത്തിഅഞ്ചു ശതമാനം കൂടുതലായിട്ടുളള ഒരു നിരക്കിൽ വാടക 
നിശ്ചയിക്കേണ്ടതും 
; 
(ii ) അങ്ങനെയുളള 

കൊടുക്കേണ്ട ആളിനെയോ ആളു 
കളെയോ നിർദ° ദേശിക്കേണ്ടതും; 

ആണ 

( 2) (1) റം ഉപ വകുപ്പിൻ കീഴിലുള്ള സർക്കാരിന്റെ ഒരുത്തരവിനാൽ 
പീഡിതനായിട്ടുളള 
ഏതെങ്കിലും ആളിന അ അ ി ന യ ക ള ള തിരുമാന 
ത്തീയതിയിൽ നിന്നും മുപ്പതു ദിവസത്തിനുളളിൽ അങ്ങനെയുളള ഉത്തരവ് 
eb ഗതി ചെയ്യുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി (ടിബണലിൽ അപേക്ഷിക്കാവുന്നതാണ്: 

എന്നാൽ, അപേക്ഷസമയത്ത് കൊടുക്കുന്നതിന് മതിയായ 
കാരണം 
കൊണ്ട് അപേക്ഷകന് തടസ്സമുണ്ടായിരുന്നു എന്ന് ടിബണലിന് 
ബോധ്യം വരുകയാണെങ്കിൽ പ്രസ്തുത മുപ്പതു ദിവസത്തെ കാലാവധി 
കഴി ഞ്ഞതിനുശേഷം അപേക്ഷ സ്വീകരിക്കാവുന്നതാണ്. 
(3 ) ഈ 

ആക്ററിൻ കീഴിൽ ഏറെറടുത്തിട്ടുളള ഒരു കശുഅണ്ടി 
ഫാക്ടറിക്കു 

നൽകേണ്ട വാടകത്തുക തീരുമാനിക്കുന്നതിൽ, (ടിബണൽ- 
( എ ) ഓരോ വർഷത്തിന് അഞ്ചു ശതമാനം നിരക്കിലും പരമാ 
വധി അൻപതു ശതമാനവും തേയ്മാനത്തിന് കുറച്ചുകൊണ്. കെട്ടിടത്തി 
ൻറയും മററു കെട്ടുപാടുകളുടെയും സ്വഭാവവും വി സ ല ത 1 ർ ണ്ണ വ • 
അനുബന്ധത്തിന്റെയും സ്ഥാവര വസ്തുക്കളുടെയും വിലയും ; 

( ബി ) തോട്ടണ്ടി സംസ്ക്കരിക്കുന്നതിനുളള കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്ടറി 
യുടെ കഴിവും ; 
( സി ) ഈ ആക്റ 

പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ മുന്ന അവസരത്തിൽ 
ആ 
(പദേശത്തുളള മററു കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്ടറിയുടെ വാടക നിരക്കും ; 
( ഡി ) ഏറെറടുക്കലിൽ നിന്നും 

ഒഴി ഞഞ്ഞു കൊടുക്കുമ്പോൾ 
പരിസരം തിരികെ കൈവശപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിലേക്കുളള 
ച ല വ ക ളും ; 
കണക്കിലെടുക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 
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6. (ടിബണൽ.- (1 ) ഈ ആക്ററിൻ കീഴിൽ (ടിബ ണലിൽ 
നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിട്ടുളള അ ധി ക ാ ര ങ്ങ ൾ വിനിയോഗിക്കുന്നതിലേക്ക് 
സർക്കാർ, സാറു വിജ്ഞാപനംവഴി, ഒരു ടിബണലിനെ നിയമിക്കേണ്ട 
താണ്. 

(2) (ടിബണൽ ഒരു ജില്ലാ ജഡ്ജിയായിരിക്കുന്ന ഒരു വ്യക്തി 
യായിരിക്കുന്നതാണ്. 

7. (ടിബ്യൂണലിന്റെ തീരുമാനത്തിൽനിന്നുളള അപ്പീലുകൾ . - ടിബ 
ണലിന്റെ ഏതെങ്കിലും തീരുമാനംമൂലം പീഡിതനായിട്ടുളള ഏതൊരാളിനും 
അങ്ങനെയുളള തീരുമാനത്തീയതി മുതൽമുപ്പതു മിതസത്തിനുളളിൽ അങ്ങനെ 
യുളള തീരുമാനത്തിനെതിരായി ഹൈക്കോടതിയിൽ ഒരപ്പീൽ ബോധിപ്പിക്കാവു 
ന്നതാണ്: 

എന്നാൽ, അപ്പീൽ വാദിച്ച സമയത്ത് അപ്പീൽ ഫയൽ ചെയ്യുന്നതിന 
മതിയായ കാരണത്താൽതടസ്സമുണ്ടായെന്ന് ഹൈക്കോടതിക്ക് ബോധ്യമാകുക 
യാണെങ്കിൽ പ്രസ്തുത മുപ്പതു ദിവസത്തിനുശേഷവും അപ്പീൽ സ്വീകരിക്കാ 
വുന്നതാണ്. 

8 . വാടക കൊടുക്കേണ്ട വിധം -ഈ ആക്ററിൻകീഴിൽ കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതായ 
വാടകത്തുക 

ഇതിൻകീഴിൽ ഉണ്ടാക്കപ്പെട്ടിട്ടുളള ഏതെങ്കിലും ചട്ടങ്ങൾക്കു 
വിധേയമായി അതിനർഹതയുളള ആളിനോ ആളുകൾക്കോ സർക്കാർ, ചെക്കു 
മുഖേന കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതാണ് ; 

എന്നാൽ, 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (3) എം ഉപവകുപ്പിൻകീഴിലുളള ഒരുത്തരവനു 
സരിച്ച് കോർപ്പറേഷനിൽ 

നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിട്ടുളള ഒരു ക ൾ , അ ണ്ട 1 
ഫാക്ടറിയെ സംബന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളം, ഈ ആക്ററിൻകീഴിൽ കൊടുക്കേ ണ്ട 
തായ വാടകത്തുക കോർപ്പറേഷൻ കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

9 . ഉത്തരവോ നോട്ടീസം കൊടുക്കൽ.- (1) ഈ ആക്ററിൻകീഴിൽ 
പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചതോ ഉണ്ടാക്കിയതോ ആയഓരോ ഉത്തരവും നോട്ടീസ്സും, -- 

( എ ) ഒരു കോർപ്പറേഷനേയോ ഫേമിനേയോ ബാധിക്കുന്ന ഏതെ 
ങ്കി ലും നോട്ടീസസിൻറയോഉത്തരവിൻറയോ സംഗ തി യിൽ, അതതുസംഗതി 
പോലെ 1908- ലെ സിവിൽ നടപടിസംഹിത 

(1908- ലെ V-ാം കേന്ദ 
ആക്ററ9) ഒന്നാം പട്ടികയിൽ അതതു സംഗതിപോലെ ഓർഡർ XXIX- ൻറ 
2 -ാം ചട്ടത്തിലോഓർഡർ XXX- ൻറ 3 -ാം ചട്ടത്തിലോ സമൻസ് കൊടു 
ക്കുന്നതിന് വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്തിട്ടുളള അതേ രീതിയിൽ കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതും, 

( ബി ) ഒരു സ്വകാര്യ വ്യക്തിയെ (ഒരു കോർപ്പറേഷനോ ഫേമോ 
അല്ലാത്ത) ബാധിക്കുന്നഏതെങ്കിലും നോട്ടീസ്സിൻറയോ ഉത്തരവിന്റെയോ 
സംഗതിയിൽ അങ്ങനെയുളള ആളിന്, - 

(6) ആ ആളിന് ഏൽപ്പിച്ചുകൊടുക്കുകയോ, സമർപ്പിക്കുകയോ; 

അങ്ങനെ അത് ഏൽപ്പിച്ചു കൊടുക്കാനോ സമർപ്പിക്കാനോ 
കഴിയുന്നില്ലെങ്കിൽ അങ്ങനെയുളള ആളിന്റെ ഏതെങ്കിലും ഓഫീസർക്കോ 
അങ്ങനെയുളള ആളിന്റെ കുടുംബത്തിലെ പ്രായപൂർത്തിയായ ഏതെങ്കിലും 
പുരുഷനോ അത് ഏൽപ്പിച്ചു കൊടുക്കുകയോ സമർപ്പിക്കുകയോ, അഥവാ 
ആ് ആൾ അവസാനം താമസിച്ചിരുന്നതായോ ബിസിനസ് നടത്തിക്കൊണ്ടി 


അഥവാ 


രുന്നതായോ ലാഭത്തിനുവേണ്ടി ജോലി ചെയ്തിരുന്നതായാ ആയി അറിയ 
പ്പെടുന്ന പരിസരത്തിന്റെ കാണത്തക്ക ഒരു ഭാഗത്ത് അതിൻറ പകർപ്പ് 
ഒട്ടിച്ചോ അഥവാ ഈ മാർഗ്ഗത്തിലുളള കൊടുക്കൽ പരാജയപ്പെട്ടാൽ, 
( iii ) രജിസ്റർഡ് പോസ്റ്റു വഴിയോ, 

കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതാണ് ; 
( 2) കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്ടറിയുടെ ഉടമസ്ഥാവകാശം തർക്കത്തിലിരി 
ക്കുന്നിടത്തോ കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്ടറിയിൽ അവകാശമുളള ആളുകളെ പെട്ടെന്ന് 
കണ്ടുപിടിക്കാനോ നോട്ടീസോ 
ഉത്തരവോ ( കമാതീതമായ കാലതാമസം 
കൂടാതെ കൊടുക്കാൻ കഴിയാതെയോ ഇരിക്കുന്നിടത്ത് നോട്ടീസോ ഉത്ത 
രവോ ഗസററു (പ്രസിദ്ധീകരണംവഴി കൊടുക്കാവുന്നതും, കഴിയുന്നിടത്ത് 
അതുമായി ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട 

കശുഅണ്ടി ഫാക്ടറിയുടെ പരിസരത്തിൻറ 
കാണത്തക്ക ഏതെങ്കിലും ഭാഗത്ത് അതിന്റെ ഒരു പകർപ്പ് ഒട്ടിക്കുകയും 
ചെയ്യേണ്ടതാണ്. 


10 . 

ഉത്തമ വിശ്വാസത്തിൽ എടുത്ത നടപടിക്ക് സംരക്ഷണം. - ( 1 ) ഈ 
ആക° റേറാ അതിൻകീഴിൽ ഉണ്ടാക്കപ്പെട്ട ഏതെങ്കിലും ചട്ടമോ ഉത്തരവാ 
അനുസരിച്ച് ഉത്തമവിശ്വാസത്തിൽ ചെയ്തതോ ചെയ്യാൻ ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചതോ 
ആയ് എന്തിനെങ്കിലും വേണ്ടി യാതൊരാൾക്കും എതിരായി വ്യവഹാരമോ 
ശിക്ഷാ നടപടിയോ നിയമാനുസൃതമായ മററു നടപടിയോഉണ്ടായിരിക്കു 
ന്നതല്ല. 
( 2) ഈ ആ റേറാ അതിൻകീഴിൽ 

ഉണ്ടാക്കപ്പെട്ട ഏതെങ്കിലും 
ചട്ടമോ 

ഉത്തരവാ അനുസരിച്ച് ഉത്തമ വിശ്വാസത്തിൽ ചെയ്തതോ 
ചെയ്യാൻ ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചതോ ആയ എന്തെങ്കിലും കൊണ്ട് ഉണ്ടായതോ ഉണ്ടാ 
കാവുന്നതോ ആയ ഏതെങ്കിലും നഷ്ടത്തിന 

സർക്കാരിനോ കോർപ്പ 
റേഷനോ എതിരായി വ്യവഹാരമോ നിയമാനുസൃതമുളള മററു നടപടിയോ 
നടത്താൻ പാടുള്ളതല്ല . 

11. സിവിൽക്കോടതികളുടെ വിചാരണാധികാരത്തിന് തടസ്സം.- ഈ 
ആക്ററിൽ വ്യക്തമായി വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്തിട്ടുളളതൊഴികെ ഈ ആക്ടി 
നാലാ അതിൻകീഴിലോ സർക്കാരാ കോർപ്പറേഷനോ (ടിബ ണലോ 
തീരുമാനിക്കാൻ അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളള ഏതെങ്കിലും ക ാ ര ക ക ത്ത 
സംബന്ധിച്ച് യാതൊരു സിവിൾക്കോടതിക്കും വിചാരണാധികാരമില്ലാ 
ത്തതും ഈ ആക്ടിലോ അതിൻ കീഴിലോ നിക്ഷിപ്തമാക്കപ്പെട്ട ഏതെ 
ങ്കിലും അധികാരമനുസരിച്ച് 
എടുത്തതോ എടുക്കാൻ 

പോകുന്നതോ 
ആയ് ഏതെങ്കിലും നടപടിയെ സംബന്ധിച്ച് ഏ ങ്കിലും കോടതിയോ 
മററു അധികാരസ്ഥാനമോ 
യാതൊരു ഇൻജംക്ഷനും അനുവദിക്കാൻ 
പാടില്ലാത്തതാകുന്നു . 

12 . ച ട്ട ങ്ങ ൾ ഉണ്ടാക്കാനുള്ള അധികാരം.- (1 ) ഈ ആക്ററിൻറ 
ഉദ്ദേശങ്ങൾ നടപ്പിൽ വരുത്തുന്നതിലേക്ക് സർക്കാരിന്, ഗസററു വിജഞാ 
പനം വഴി 

ചട്ടങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടാക്കാവുന്നതാണ്. 
(2 ) ഈ ആക്ററിൻകീഴിൽ ഉണ്ടാക്കുന്ന ഏതൊരു ചട്ടവും, അതുണ്ടാ 
ക്കിയശേഷം ആകുന്നതവേഗം നിയമസഭയുടെ മുമ്പാകെ, അതു സമ്മേളി 
ച്ചിരിക്കുമ്പോൾ , ഒരു സമ്മേളനത്തിലോ അഥവാ തുടർച്ചയായ രണ്ടു സമ്മേ 
ളനങ്ങളിലോ അടങ്ങിയിരിക്കാവുന്ന ആകെ പതിന്നാലു ദിവസക്കാലത്തക്ക 
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വയ്ക്കേണ്ടതും, അത് അ പ്രകാരം വച്ച സമ്മേളനമോ 

അഥവാ 

ഉടൻ 
തുടർന്നുവരുന്ന സമ്മേളനമോ അവസാനിക്കുന്നതിന് മുമ്പ് നിയമസഭ, 
ചട്ടത്തിൽ ഏതെങ്കിലും രൂപഭേദം വരുത്തുകയോ അഥവാ ചട്ടം ഉണ്ടാക്കേണ്ട 
തില്ലെന്ന് തീരുമാനിക്കുകയോ ചെയ്യുന്നെങ്കിൽ, ചട്ടത്തിന് അതിനുശേഷം, 
അതതു സംഗതി , ലെ , അങ്ങനെയുളള രൂപഭേദപ്പെടുത്തിയ രൂപത്തിൽ 
മാ ( തം ( പ്രാബല്യംഉണ്ടായിരിക്കുകയോ അഥവാ പ്രാബല്യമില്ലാതിരിക്കുകയോ 
ചെയ്യുന്നതാണ് ; എന്നിരുന്നാലും അങ്ങനെയുളള ഏതെങ്കിലും രൂപഭേദപ്പെടു 
ത്തലോ അഥവാ ( പാബല്യമില്ലാതാക്കലോ ആ ചട്ടത്തിൻകീഴിൽ മുമ്പ് ചെയ്ത 
ഏതിന്റെയെങ്കിലും സാധുതയ്ക്ക്ദൂഷ്യം വരാത്ത വിധമായിരിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

13. റദ്ദാക്കലും ഒഴിവാക്കലും.- (I ) 1978- ലെ കേരള കശുഅണ്ടി 
ഫാക്ടറികൾ (ഏറെറടുക്കൽ) ഓർഡിനൻസ് ഇതിനാൽ റ 8°ദാക്കിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 

( 2 ) അങ്ങനെ റദ്ദാക്കിയിരുന്നാൽത്തന്നെയും ( പസ്തുത ഓർഡി 
നൻസിൻ കീഴിൽ ചെയ ° ത എന്തെങ്കിലും കാര്യമോ എടുത്ത ഏതെങ്കിലും 
നടപടിയാ ഈ 

ആക്ററിൻ കീഴിൽ ചെയ്തതോ എടുത്തതോ ആയി 
കരുതപ്പെടേണ്ടതാണ്. 


( ശരിത്തർജ്ജമ) 


ററി . പി , സരോജം, 
അണ്ടർ സെക്രട്ടറി ( ടാൻസലേഷൻ) . 


Kerala Gazette No. 42 dated 23rd October 1979 
PART I 


Section lit 


കേരള സർക്കാർ 


നിയമ ( നിയമ നിർമ്മാണ- ബി ) വകുപ്പ് 


വി & ഞാപനം 


തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1979 മാർച്ച് 29 / 
നമ്പർ, 3444- ലെജ് ( ബി 2 ) 79/ ലാ . 

1901 ചൈതം8 . 
കേരള സംസ്ഥാന നിയമസഭയുടെ താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന ആക്ററ് പൊതുജന 
ങ്ങളുടെ അറിവിനായി ഇ ത ി ന 2 ൽ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 

നിയ 2 സ 
പാസാക്കിയ പ്രകാരമുളള ബില്ലിന് 1979 മാർച്ച് 28 -ാം തീയതി ഗവർണ്ണറുടെ 
അനുമതി ലഭിച്ചു . 

ഗവർണ്ണറുടെഉത്തരവുപകാരം, 

കെ . വിശ്വനാഥൻ നായർ, 
നിയമവകുപ്പു സെക്രട്ടറി, 


1979 - ലെ 14 -ാം ആക° ററ് 
സൈലൻറ് വാലി സംരക്ഷിത മേഖല ( പരിസ്ഥിതിപരമായ 

സംതുലനാവസ്ഥ സംരക്ഷണ) ആക " . , 1 79 


കേരള സംസ്ഥാനത്ത് പാലക്കാട്ടു ജില്ലയിലെ മണ്ണാർക്കാട്ടു താലൂക്കി 
ലുളള സൈലൻറ് വാലി ജല വൈദ്യുത പദ്ധതിയിലെ സംരക്ഷിത 
മേഖലയിൽ പരിസ്ഥിതിപരമായ സംതുലനാവസ്ഥ സംരക്ഷി 
ക്കുന്നതിനായി ചില 

നടപടികൾക്കും രക്ഷാവ്യവസ്ഥകൾക്കും 
വേണ്ടി വ്യവസ്ഥചെയ്യുന്നതിനുളള ഒരു ആക ററ്. 
പീഠിക -കേരള സംസ്ഥാനത്ത് പാലക്കാട്ടു ജില്ലയിലെ മണ്ണാർക്കാട്ടു 
താലൂക്കിലുളള സെൻറ്വാലി ജലവൈദ്യുത പദ്ധതിയിലെ സംരക്ഷിത 
മേഖലയിൽ പരിസ ഥിതിപരമായ സംതുലനാവസ്ഥ സംരക്ഷിക്കുന്ന തി 
നായി ചില നടപടികൾക്കും രക ഷാവ്യവസ്ഥക - ക്കും അതിനോടു ബന്ധ 
പ്പെട്ട താ ആനുഷംഗികമായതോ ആയ കാര്യ ങ്ങൾക്കും വേണ്ടി വ്യവസ്ഥ 
ചെയ്യുന്നത് ആവശ്യമായിരിക്കുകയാൽ ; 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ മുപ്പതാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ താഴെപറയും 
പകാരം നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കുന്നു ; 

1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേര്.- (1) ഈ ആക്ററിന് സൈലൻ ° വാലി സംരക്ഷിത 
മേഖല ( പരിസ്ഥിതിപരമായ സംതുലനാവസ്ഥ സംരക്ഷണ) ആക° 4 , 
1979 എന്നു പേർ പറയാം. 
G. 1192 


2. നിർവ്വചനങ്ങൾ.- ഈ ആക്ററിൽ, സന്ദർഭത്തിനു , മററു വിധത്തിൽ 
ആവശ്യമില്ലാത്തപക്ഷം, 
( എ ) "കമ്മിററി എന്നാൽ 3 -ാം 

വകുപ്പിൻകീഴിൽ 

രൂപീകരിച്ച 
സൈലൻറ് വാലി എൻവയൺമെൻറൽ മോണിറററിംഗ് കമ്മിററി എന്നർത്ഥ 
മാകുന്നു ; 

( ബി ) “പൂർണ്ണാവസ്ഥയിലുളള നിമ്നോന്നതരേഖ എന്നാൽ പദ്ധതി 
യുടെ പൂർണ്ണ 

റിസർവായർ നിരപ്പിന്റെ നിമ്നോന്നതരേഖ എന്നർത്ഥ 
മാകുന്നു ; 

( സി ) ( നിരീക്ഷണ പ്രവർത്തനങ്ങൾ എന്നാൽ സംരക്ഷിത പ്രദേശ 
ത്തിൻറ ചുററുപാടിനേയും അതിലെ വ്യതിയാനങ്ങളേയും സംബന്ധിച്ച 
വിവരങ്ങൾ ശേഖരിക്കുന്നതിനും, നിരീക്ഷിക്കുന്നതിനും, വ്യാഖ്യാനിക്കുന്ന 
തിനുമുളള ( പവർത്തനങ്ങൾ എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു . 

( ഡി ) " നിരീക്ഷണ കേന്ദം എന്നാൽ 4 -ാം വകുപ്പിൻ കീഴിൽ 
സ്ഥാപിച്ച് ഒരു നിരീക്ഷണകേന്ദ്രം എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു ; 

( ഇ ) " നിരീക്ഷണസംഘം” എന്നാൽ 4 -ാം വകുപ്പിൻകീഴിൽ സർക്കാർ 
നിയമിച്ച നിരീക്ഷണസംഘം എന്നർത മാകുന്നു ; 

(എഫ്) “ നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെട്ട ” എന്നാൽ ഈ ആക°ററിൻകീഴിൽ ഉണ്ടാ 
ക്കിയ ചട്ടങ്ങൾമൂലം നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെട്ട എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു ; 

( ജി ) പദ്ധതി എന്നാൽ സംസ്ഥാനത്തെ പാലക്കാട്ടു ജില്ലയിലെ 
മണ്ണാർക്കാട്ടു താലൂക്കിലുളള 

സൈലൻറ് വാലി ജലവൈദ്യുതപദ്ധതി 
എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു ; 

( എച്ച്) "പദ്ധതി പദേശം? എന്നാൽ പൂർണ്ണാവസ്ഥയിലുളള 
നിമ്നോന്നത രേഖയ്ക്ക് താഴെയുളള 

വെളളത്തിൽ താഴാൻ സാദ °ധ്യത 
യുളള (പദേശം, പദ്ധതി അണക്കെട്ടുപദേശം, പൗവ്വർ ഇൻടേക്ക് എന്നി 
വയും സ്ഥിരമായി അവയുമായി ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട പണികളും, പദ്ധതി 
യുടെ നടത്തിപ്പിനും 

( പവർത്തനത്തിനും ആവശ്യമാണെന്ന് സർക്കാർ , 
കമ്മിററിയോടും പാജക്ററ് അതോറിററിയോടും കൂടി ആലോചിച്ച്, 
ഗസാറിൽ വിജ്ഞാപനം വഴി നിർദ്ദേശിക്കാവുന്ന അങ്ങനെയുളള മററു 
പദേശങ്ങളും എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു ; 

( ഐ ) " ( പാജക്ററ് അതോറി റി ” എന്നാൽ കേരള സംസ്ഥാന ഇല 
ക് ടി സി സി ബോർഡ അഥവാ ഗസററിൽ വിജ്ഞാപനംവഴി ഈ ആവശ്യ 
ത്തിന് സർക്കാർ നിർദ്ദേശിക്കാവുന്ന അങ്ങനെയുളള മററ് അധികാരസ്ഥാനം 
എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു . 

( ജെ ) " സംരക്ഷിത ( പദേശം എന്നാൽ 1962- ലെ കേരള വനം 
ആക്ററ് (1962- ലെ 4 )-ൻ കീഴിൽ വിജ്ഞാപനം ചെയ്തിട്ടുളള സൈലൻറ് 
വാലി റിസർവ്വ് വനത്തിൽപ്പെടുന്ന പ്രദേശം എ ന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു . 

( കെ ) ഈ ആക്ററിൽ ഉപയോഗിച്ചിട്ടുളളതും നിർവ്വചിച്ചിട്ടില്ലാ 
ത്തതും എന്നാൽ 1962- ലെ കേരള വനം ആക°ററിൽ (1962- ലെ 4) നിർവ്വചി 
ച്ചിട്ടുളളതുമായ വാക്കുകൾ ക്കം പ്രയോഗങ്ങൾക്കും ആ ആക്ററിൽ യഥാക്രമം 
അവയ്ക്ക് കൊടുത്തിട്ടുളള അർത്ഥം ഉണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നതാണ്. 
3 . കമ്മിററിയുടെ രൂപീകരണവും കർത്തവ്യങ്ങളും.- (1 ) 

സർക്കാർ 
പരിസര ആസൂത്രണവും ഏകോപനവും സംബന്ധിച്ച് ദേശീയ കമ്മിററിയു 
മായി ആ ലാചിച്ച്, ഗ സ റ റി ൽ വിജ്ഞാപനംവഴി, " സൈലൻറ്വാലി 
എൻവയൺമെൻറൽ മോണിറററിംഗ് കമ്മിററി എന്ന പേരിൽ ഈ ആക്ററിൻ 
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കീഴിലുളള കമ്മിററിയുടെ അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിക്കുകയും കർത്തവ്യ 
ങ്ങൾ നിർവ്വഹിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യുന്ന കാര്യത്തിനായി ഒരു കമ്മിററി രൂപീകരി 
ക്കണ്ടതാണ്. 

( 2) ( എ ) പദ° ധതി ക്ക പരിസരത്തിൻമേലുളള 
ആ ഘ 0 ത ങ്ങ ക ള 
പ്പററിയും സംരക്ഷിത പ്രദേശത്തിന്റെ പരിസ്ഥിതിപരമായ 
സ്വഭാവത്ത 
പ്പററിയുമുളളമുന്നറിയിപ്പു സംബന്ധിച്ച് ഉപദേശം കൊടുക്കുകയും ; 

( ബി ) ഈ ആക്ററിൽ വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്തിട്ടുളള പരിസര 
സംബന്ധമായ മുൻകരുതൽ നടപടികൾ നടപ്പാക്കുന്നത് ഉറപ്പുവരുത്തുകയു 
മാണ്കമ്മിററിയുടെകർത്തവ്യങ്ങൾ. 
4 , നിരീക്ഷണകേന്ദ്രങ്ങൾ സ്ഥാപിക്കൽ.- (1) സർക്കാർ , 

കമ്മിററി 
യുടെ ശിപാർശയിൻമേൽ, സംരക്ഷിത പ്രദേശത്ത് സ്ഥലത്തുവച്ചുതന്നെ 
നടത്തുന്ന നിരീക്ഷണ ( പവർത്തനങ്ങൾക്കായി ഒന്നോ അതിലധികമോ നിരീ 
ക്ഷണംകന്ദമോ നിരീക്ഷണകേന്ദ്രങ്ങളോ സ്ഥാപിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

( 2) കിററിയുടെ ശുപാർശയിൻമേൽ സർക്കാർ നിയമിക്കുന്ന ഒരു 
നിരീക്ഷണ സംഘം നിരീക്ഷണ ( പവർത്തനങ്ങൾ നടത്തേണ്ടതാണ്. 

(3) നിരീക്ഷണ സംഘത്തിൽ സർക്കാർ തീരുമാനിക്കാവുന്ന പ്രകാരം 
നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെട്ട യോഗ്യതകളുളള അ തയും എണ്ണം ആളുകൾ ഉണ്ടായിരി 
ക്കുന്നതും അതിൽ പരിസരാസൂത്രണത്തിനും ഏകോപനത്തിനുമുളള ദേശീയ 
കമ്മിററിയിലെ ( പതിനിധികൾ ഉൾപ്പെടുന്നതുമാകുന്നു . 

(4) ഈ ആക്ററിൻകീഴിലുള്ള അതിന്റെ പ്രവർത്തനങ്ങൾ നടത്തുന്ന 
തിൽ, നിരീക്ഷണസംഘം 
കമ്മിററി 

അതിന് നൽകാവുന്ന പ്രകാരമുള 
നിർദ° ദേശങ്ങളും ഉപദേശങ്ങളും അനുസരിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

5. കമ്മിററിയുടെ ചെലവുകൾ മുതലായവ . - കമ്മിററി , നിരീക്ഷണ 
സംഘം, നിരീക്ഷണ കേന്ദം6 ൾ , സി ീക പണ്" (പവർത്തനങ്ങൾ 
വയ്ക്കുണ്ടാകുന്ന ചെലവുകൾ സർക്കാർ വഹിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

6. സംരക്ഷിത പ്രദേശത്ത് റോഡുകളും കോളനികളും നിർമ്മിക്കുന്ന 
തിലുളള നിയ ന്തണം.- ( 1) 

സംരക്ഷിത പ്രദേശത്ത് പൂർ മാവസ്ഥയി 
ലുളള നിമ്നോന്നത രേഖയിൽ കൂടിയോ അതിനകത്തുകൂടിയോ 
അഥവാ 
പദ്ധതി പ്രദേശത്തിനുളളിലോ അല്ലാതെ റോഡുകൾ നിർമ്മിക്കാൻ പാടി 
ല്ലാത്തതാകുന്നു . 

( 2) (I) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിലെ വ്യവസ്ഥകൾക്ക വിധേയമായി, സംര 

പദേശത്ത് റോഡുകൾ നിർമ്മിക്കുന്നതിനും, പ 3 ° ധതിയുമായി 
ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട നിർമ്മാണ പ്രവർത്തനങ്ങളിൽ ഏർപ്പെട്ടിരിക്കുന്ന 

സ്ററാഫി 
നേയും തൊഴിലാളികളെയും മററാളുകളേയും കൊണ്ടുപോകുന്നതിനും 
പാജക്ററ് അതോറിററിക്ക് ഉത്തരവാദിത്വം ഉണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നതാണ് 

( 3) പദ്ധതി (പദേശ ത്തിനുളളിൽ പദ° ധ തിയുടെ നിർവ്വഹണത്തിന് 
ആവശ്യമുളള കോളനികൾ , സ്ററാഫ് ക്വിർട്ടറുകൾ, ഓഫീസുകൾ , വർക്കു 
ഷാപ്പുകൾ , അവശ്യസർവ്വീസുകൾക്ക് ആവശ്യമാ യ മററു പണികൾ എന്നി 
വയുടെ നിർമ്മാണം താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന നിയന്ത്രണങ്ങൾക്ക വിധേയമായിരി 
ക്കുന്നതാണ്, അതായത് 
( എ ) (പസ്തുത കാര്യത്തിനായി തിരഞ്ഞെടുക്കുന്ന 

പദേശം 
കാടുവെട്ടിത്തെളിക്കുന്നത് ഏററവും കുറവായി മാ തം മതിയാകുന്ന വിധത്തി 
ലായിരിക്കേണ്ടതും ; 


എന്നി 


ക്ഷിത 
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( ബി) കമ്മിററി തീരുമാനിക്കാവുന്നവിധം, പ്രസ്തുത ആവശ്യ 
ത്തിന് ആവശ്യമുളള ഏ റ്റവും കുറച്ചു സ്ഥലം മാ തം ഉപയോഗപ്പെടു 
ത്തണുത മാ ണ് . 
(4 ) കമ്മിററിയുമായി കൂടി അ 0 0 ചിക്കാതെ 

പൂർ ജാവയി 
ലുളള നി 1 ° നോന്നത രയ്ക്കാ പദ്ധതി പദേശ ത്തി : നാ വെളിയി ൽ 
അങ്ങനെയുള യാ താരു 9 ) O ളനിയും സ്ഥാപിക്കാൻ പാടില്ലാ അതാ കു ന്നു . 

1 . വനം ളി ക്കുന്നതിലുളള നിയ ന്തണം. - പൂർണ്ണാവസ്ഥയിലുള 
നിമ നാന്നതരേനയം. കാ പ °ധതി ( പ ശ അതിനോ 

ഉളളിലുള തല്ലാ ത 
സംരക്ഷിത പ്രദേശത്തുളള യാതൊരു വനവും തെളിക്കാൻ പാടില്ലാത്ത 
താകുന്നു . 

8. മേച്ചിൽ, കഷിമുതലായവയിൻമേലുളള നിയണം.- (1) പദ്ധതി 
യുടെ നിർമ്മാണ ത്തിലേർപ്പെട്ടിരിക്കുന്ന യാതൊരാളും കന്നുകാലികളേയോ 
ആടുകളേയോ സൂക്ഷിക്കുകയാഅഥവാ ഏതെങ്കിലും ഈആഗം ത്ത സംരക്ഷിത 
പദേശത്ത് മേയുന്നതിനുംബണ്ടി അഴിച്ചുവിടുകയാ ചെയ്യാൻ പാടുളളതല്ല . 

(2) ( 1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൽ പരാമർശിച്ചിട്ടുളള യ റൊരാളും, ( പാജക്രറ് 
അ മാറിറിയുടെമുൻകൂട്ടിമുള3 അ പു 2 തികൂടാംമ സംരക്ഷി ക (പദേശത്ത് ഉള്ള 
ഏ തങ്കി ലും ഭൂമിയി ൽ ക { ഷി ചെയ്യ , കം ) സംരക്ഷിത പദേശ സ താൽക്കാ 
ലികമായോ. സ്ഥിരമായാ ഏങ്കിലും എടുപ്പുകൾ നിർമ്മിക്കുകയോ 
ചെയ്യാൻ പാടുള്ളതല്ല . 

9 . ക ല്ല ല വ ടു ക മ ത ല ാ യ വ യ ി ന ദ മ ലു ളള നിയ ന്തണം. 
(1 ) , യാതെ രാം , പൂരം വ ic ഥയിലും ഈ നിമനേ ന്ന 2 കാംപയ്ക്കകത്തോ 

( പ . ദശത്തെ നുളിലോ ഉളള സ rലത്തുനിന്നല്ലാതെ സ ം രക്ഷിത 
( പരദേശത്തുനിന്നു കല്ലുവെട്ടു കം യാ മരുനീക്കം 

ചെയ്യു കരയാ 

ചെയ്യാൻ 
പാടുളളതല്ല 

(2 ) q| പ ജ 4 ° ററ അ താറിറത്തി സംരക്ഷി ത ( പാദശ ത്തിനകത്തുളള 
കല്ലു വെ കുഴികളിലും മാപ്പു കുഴികളിലും പണിസ" ഥല ങ്ങ ളിലും 
കെട്ടിടം നിർമ്മിക്കുന്ന സ്ഥലങ്ങളിലും ആവശ്യമുള്ള എല്ലാ മ ന്യസംരക്ഷണ 
നടപടികളും എടുക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

10 . സംരക്ഷിത പ്രദേശത്ത് ററവും ചുരുങ്ങിയ സംരക്ഷണ ജോലി 
ക്കാർക്കു മാത ത മ ിക്കാൻ 

1810 നും 11 ദ 

പ ടുളളുവെ im . 
(1) പ 8 ധരി 

ിര 20 ംം പൂർത്തിയായ യ ശേഷം, പാജക്റ് 
അ 1 ാറിററി തീരുമാനിക്കുന്ന പകരം പദധതിയുടെ സംരക്ഷ ണ ത്തിനാവ ര്യ 

ഏറ: റം ചുങ്ങിയ എണ്ണം സ്ററാഫിന മ (തമേ സംരക്ഷി. 
പദേശത്ത് താമസിക്കാൻ അനുവദിക്കുകയുളളു . 

?) (1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൻകീഴിൽ സംരക്ഷിത പ്രദേശത്ത് താമസിക്കാൻ 
അനുവദിക്കപ്പെട്ട ഒരാൾ - 
( എ ) കന്നുകാലികളേയോ അ ടുകളേയോ സൂക്ഷിക്കുകയും 

ഏതെ 
ങ്കിലും മംഗത്തെ മേയാനായി വനത്തിൽ അഴിച്ചുവിടുകയും ചെയ്യാൻ പാടി 
ല്ലാത്തതാകുന്നു ; 

( ബി ) യാതൊരു ഭൂമിയിലും ക്യഷി ചെയ്യാൻ പാടില്ലാത്തതാകുന്നു . 
il . 

അഗ നിശമന - വർത്ത നങ്ങളിൽ സഹായിക്കുന്നതിന് ചിലയാളു 
കൾക്കുളള കർത്തവ്യം: -സംരക്ഷിത പ്രദേശത്ത് പദ്ധതിയുടെ നിർമ്മാണത്തി 


പ 8 °ധതി 


ന 18 ക 1 


קסם 
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ലേർപ്പെട്ടിരിക്കുന്ന 
എല്ലാ ആളുകളും സംരക്ഷിത പ്രദേശത്ത് താമസിക്കാൻ 
അനുവദിച്ചിട്ടുളള എല്ലാ ആളുകളും, ഏതെങ്കിലും 
ഫോറസ്ററ ഉദ്യാഗ 
സ്ഥൻ അങ്ങനെചെയ്യണമെന്ന വശ്യപ്പെടുമ്പോൾ , സംരക്ഷിത പ്രദേശത്തുള 
വനത്തെതീപിടിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിൽനിന്നും സംരക്ഷിക്കുന്നതിനുളള 
പ്രവർത്തനങ്ങ 
ളിൽ സഹായിക്കേണ്ടതാണ് 
. 

12. സർവ്വേയിലും മററ പവർത്തനങ്ങളിലും c( പാജ 4 ° ററ് അനാറിററി 
നടത്തുന്ന നിയന്തണം. - ( പ.ജക്റ്റ്അതോറിററി നിരീക്ഷണ സംഘത്ത ചെ ര 
മുൻകൂട്ടിയുളള 
സമ്മതം കൂടാതെ, പൂർണ്ണാവസ്ഥയിലുള 
നൻമോന്നത 
രേഖയ്ക്ക 

പുറത്ത് സംരക്ഷിത (പദേശ ത്ത നടത്തേണ്ട ഏതെ9ിലും 
സർവ്വേയോഅത് പോലുളള മറ് ( പ്രവർത്തനങ്ങളോ നടത്താൻ പാടില്ലാത്ത 
(കാകുന്നു . 
13 . ഐഡൻറിററി കാ *ഡുകൾ .- (1) യാ തൊ രാ ളും 

al പാജക്റ 
അതോറിറ്റി യോ അ ഥ 1 ഈ ആവശ്യത്ത ന കമ്മിററി അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തിയ 
ഏ ത ങ്കിലും ഫോറസ്റ്റ്ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥനോ അഥവാ മററ് ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥനോ 
കൊടുക്കുന്ന ഐഡൻറിററി 
കാർഡോ പാസ്സാ 

കൂടാതെ സംരക്ഷിത 
പദേശത്ത് പ L ശിക്കുവാൻ പാടില്ലാത്തതാകുന്നു . 

( 2 ) ( ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൻ കീഴിൽ ഐഡൻറിററി കാർഡുകളും പാസ്സു 
കളും നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെട്ട വ്യന്നപകാരമുളള 
വ്യവസ്ഥകൾക്കും 
നിയന്ത്രണ് 
ങ്ങൾക്കുംവിധേയമായിട്ടായിരിക്കണം 
കൊടുക്കേണ്ടത്. 

14 . വനവൃക്ഷങ്ങൾ നഷ്ടപ്പെടു ന്നതിനുളള നഷ്ടപരിഹാര 
m รนเรา 
ക ൾ.- പദ u തിയുടെ 
ആവശ്യത്തെ നായി മ ാം മറിച്ചുമാററിയ വനിത 6 ൻറ 
വിസ്തീർണ്ണത്തിനു തുല്യമായ പദാശ ത് വനം വ പിടിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനുളള 
നഷ്ടപരിഹാരത്തിന് 
ആവശ്യമായ ഫിന് ( പാജക്ററ് അ താറി , ചി 
വ്യ • സ്ഥ ചെയ്യേണ്ടതും 

ഫണ്ട് കേരള വനം വകുപ്പിൻറ അധീനത്തിൽ 
വയ° ക്കണ്ടതും, അങ്ങനെയുളള ഫണ്ട് ആ ( പദേശത്തെ പ്രക്ഷങ്ങൾ മുറിച്ചിടു 
ന്നതിന് മുൻപ ഏൽപ്പിച്ചിരി ക്കേണ്ടതുമാകുന്നു . 

15 . ഉ ാ - സ്ഥൻമാരെയും 
മറ ജീവനക്കാരെയും നിയമിക്കൽ - 
സർക്കാരിന് ഈ ഭക്-റി . കീ +ിലുളള അ .a . w റ അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗി 
ക്കുകയും അതിന്റെ കർത്തവ്യങ്ങൾ നിർവ്വഹി ക്ക കയും ചെയ്യുന്നതിൽ കമ്മി 
1 യ സഹിയിക്കുന്നതിനായി നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെടാവു 
ന വിധത്തിലും എ ജ 
ത്തിലും ഉളള ഉദ്യോഗസ ഥൻമാരേയും ജീവനക്കാരേയും നിയമിക്കാവുന്നാണ 

16 . കുറങ്ങൾ ചെയ്യുന്നത് തടയുന്നതിനുളള അധിഭാരം.- (1) ഏതൊ 
ഫോറസ്ററ് ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥനും ഈ ആവശ്യത്തിന് സ ക്കാർ അധികാരപ്പെടു 

എ ന്ന ഏതൊ? ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥനും 
ഈ ആക്ററിൻ കീഴിലുളള ഏതെങ്കിലും 
കുറാംചെയ്യുന്നത് തടയേണ്ടതും, തടയുന്ന ആവശ്യത്തിനുവേണ്ടി 
ഇടപെടാവു 
ന്നതും സംരക്ഷിത പ്രദേശത്തു നിന്നും 
കൈയ്യേ റക്കാരെയും അന്യായമായി 
ഭൂമി കൈവശമാക്കിയവരേയും 
ഒഴിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനും സംരക്ഷിത പ്രദേശത്ത് 
ന കമ്മിച്ച ഷഡ്ഡുകളോ മററു എടുപ്പികളോ ജപ്തി ചെയ്യുന്നതിനോ 
പാളിച്ചു മാറ്റുന്നതിനാൽ അതിനും 

ഉളള 

അധികാരമുണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നതു 
മാകുന്നു . 

(2) (1) ഉം ഉപവകുപ്പിൻകീഴിൽ അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തപ്പെട്ട 
ഫോറസ്റ 
ഉദ്യോഗസ് ഥ : മാർക്കും മററു ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻമാർ സം ഇ ! ആ ക °ററിൻകീഴി 
ലുളള കു റകത്യങ്ങൾ അന്വേഷണം നടത്തുകയോ തടയുകയോ ചെയ്യുന്ന 
കാര്യത്തിനും തെളിവു ശേഖരിക്കുന്നതിനും വേണ്ടി പോലീസുദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ 
മാരുടെ അധികാരങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നതാണ് 
. 
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17. ശിക്ഷകൾ . - ഈ ആക്ററിലെ ഏതെങ്കിലും വ്യവസ്ഥ ഏതെങ്കിലും 
ആയ ലംഘിക്കുകയാണെങ്കിൽ, അയാൾക്ക് മൂന്നുവർഷക്കാലം 

വരെയുളള 
തടവോ, അഥവം ആയിരം രൂപയോളം വരുന്ന പിഴയോ, അഥവാ ഇവ രണ്ടും 
കുടിയുളളതോആയ ശിക്ഷ നൽകേണ്ടതാണ്. 

18. കുററങ്ങൾ വിചാരണ ചെയ്യൽ. - ഈ ആക്ററിൻകീഴിൽ ശിക്ഷാർഹമായ 
ഏതൊരു കുറവും ഒരു ഫോറസ്ററ് ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥന്റെയോ അല്ലെങ്കിൽ ഈ 
ആവശ്യത്തിനുവേണ്ടി സർക്കാർ അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തുന്ന മറ്റ് ഏതെങ്കിലും 
ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻറയോ അങ്ങനെയുളള കുററങ്ങളുടെ വസ്തുതകളെപ്പററിയുളള 
രേഖാമൂലമായ ഒരു റിപ്പോർട്ടിൻമേലല്ലാതെ യാതൊരു കോടതിയും വിചാരണ 
ചെയ്യാൻ പാടുള്ളതല്ല. 
19 . കമ്മിററിയിലെ അംഗങ്ങ 

മുതലായവർ സർക്കാർ ജീവനക്കാർ 
ആയിരിക്കുമെന്ന്.- കമ്മിററിയിലെ അംഗങ്ങളേയും 

കമ്മിററിയിലെ ഉദ്യോഗ 
സ്ഥൻമാരേയും ജീവനക്കാരേയും നിരീക്ഷണസംഘത്തിലെ അംഗങ്ങളേയും 
ഇൻഡ്യൻ ശിക്ഷാനിയമം (1863 - ലെ 45 -ാം കേന്ദ്ര ആക്ററ്) 21 -ാം വകുപ്പിന്റെ 
അർദ്ധവ്യാപ്തിക്കുളളിൽപെടുന്ന 

സർക്കാർ ജീവനക്കാരായി കരുതേണ്ട 
താണ് . 

20 . ഉത്തമവിശ്വാസത്തോടെ എടുത്ത നടപടികൾക്കുളള സംരക്ഷണം - 
ഈ ആക്ററിൻകീഴിലോ അഥവാ അതിൻകീഴിലുണ്ടാക്കിയ ഏതെങ്കിലും പട്ട 
ത്തിൻകീഴിലോ ഉത്തമവിശ്വാസത്തോടുകൂടി ചെയ്തതോ അഥവാ ചെയ്യാ. നു 
8 ° ദേശിച്ചതോ ആയ ഏതെങ്കിലും കാര്യത്തിന് ഏതെങ്കിലും ആൾക്ക 
എതിരായി യാതൊരു വ്യവഹാരമോ, ( പാസിക്യൂഷനോ അഥവാ മററു 
നിയമാനുസത നടപടിയോഉണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നതല്ല . 

21 . ചട്ടങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടാക്കുന്നതിനുളള അധികാരം.-( 1) സർക്കാരിന് കമ്മി 
ററിയുമായി ആലോചിച്ചശേഷവും 

ഗസററിൽ വിജ്ഞാപനം വഴിയും 
ആക്ററിലെ വ്യവസ്ഥകൾ ( പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ കൊണ്ടുവരുന്ന കാര്യത്തിന് 
ചട്ടങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടാക്കാവുന്നതാണ്. 

(2 ) ഈ ആക്ററിൻകീഴിൽ ഉണ്ടാക്കുന്നഏതൊരു ചട്ടവും, അതുണ്ടാക്കി 
യതിനുശേഷം കഴിയുന്നതും വേഗം, നിയമസഭ യോഗം ചേർന്നിരിക്കുമ്പോൾ 
അതിന്റെ മുമ്പാകെ 9 

ആകെപതിനാലുദിവസക്കാലത്തേക്ക് അത് ഒരു സമ്മേളന 
ത്തിലോതുടർച്ചയായ രണ്ടു സമ്മേളനത്തിലോ പെടാം - വയ ° ക്കണ്ടതും, 
അപകാരം അതു വെയ്ക്കുന്ന സമ്മേളനമോ അതിനു തൊട്ടടുത്തുവരുന്ന 
സമ്മേളനമോ അവസാനിക്കുന്നതിനു മുൻപ് നിയമസഭ ചട്ടത്തിൽ വല്ല 
ഭേദഗതിയും വരുത്തുകയോ അഥവാ ചട്ടംഉണ്ടാക്കേണ്ടതില്ലെന്ന് തീരുമാനി 
ക്കുകയോചെയ്യുന്നപക്ഷം, ചട്ടത്തിന് അതിനുശേഷം, 

അതതു സംഗതി 
പോലെ, അങ്ങനെ ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്ത രൂപത്തിൽമാത്രം പ്രാബല്യമുണ്ടായിരി 
ക്കുകയോ, അഥവാ യാതൊരു പാബല്യവുമില്ലാതിരിക്കുകയോ ചെയ്യുന്നതു 
മാണ്. എന്നിരുന്നാലും അങ്ങനെയുളള ഏതെങ്കിലും ഭേദഗതിയോ, 
റദ്ദാക്കലോ ആ ചട്ടത്തിൻകീഴിൽ നേരത്തെ ചെയ്ത യാതൊന്നിൻറയും 
സാധുതയ്ക്ക്ദൂഷ്യം വരുത്താതെയായിരിക്കേണ്ടതുമാണ്. 

22. റദ്ദാക്കലും ഒഴിവാക്കലും.- (1) സൈലന്റ്വാലി സംരക്ഷിത 
e p ഖല ( പരിസ്ഥിതിപരമായ സംതുലനാവസ്ഥ) സംരക്ഷണ ഓർഡിനൻസ്, 
1978 (1978- ലെ 31) ഇതിനാൽ റദ°ദാക്കിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 
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( 2 ) അങ്ങനെ റദ്ദാക്കിയിരുന്നാൽ കൂടി ( പസ്തുത ഒാർഡിനൻസിൻ 
കീഴിൽ ചെയ്തിട്ടുളള ഏതെങ്കിലും 

കാര്യമോ അഥവാ ഏടുത്തിട്ടുളള ഏതെ 
ങ്കിലും നടപടിയോ ഈ ആക്റം 1978 ഡിസംബർ 30 -ാം തീയതി ( പാബല്യ 
ത്തിൽ വന്നിരുന്നാലെന്ന 
പോലെ 

ഈ 

ആക്ററിൻകീഴിൽ ചെയ്തിട്ടുളളതോ 
എടുത്തിട്ടുളളതോആയി കരുതപ്പെടേണ്ടതാണ് 
. 


( ശ്രരിത്തർജ ° ജം ) 


ഏ . പി . പെരുമാൾ , 
അഡീഷണൽ ഹെഡ്(ടാൻ സൂററർ . 


Kerala Gazette No. 42 dated 23rd October 1979 
PART I 


Section lit 


കേരള സർക്കാർ 


നിയം ( നിയമ നിർമ്മാണം- എ ) വകുപ്പ് 


വിജ്ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ 6116 ലെഗ്( എ ) 1 /79/ ലാ . തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1979 ജൂലൈ19/ 

1901 ആഷാഡം 28 . 
1979ജൂലൈ17-ാം തീയതി ഗവർണ്ണർ വിളംബരപ്പെടുത്തിയ താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന 
ഓർഡിനൻസ് പൊതുജനങ്ങളുടെ അറിവിനായി ഇതിനാൽ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടു 
ത്തുന്നു . 


ഗവർണ്ണറുടെ ഉത്തരവുപകാരം, 

കെ . വിശ്വനാഥൻ നായർ, 
നിയമവകുപ്പു സെക്രട്ടറി . 


1979- ലെ 10 -ാം നമ്പർ ഓർഡിനൻസ് 
പാട്ടക്കുടിശിഖ ഗഡുക്കളായി കൊടുക്കുന്നതു സംബന്ധിച്ച 1979- ലെ 
കേരള ഓർഡിനൻസ്. 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ മുപ്പതാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ കേരള ഗവർണ്ണർ 
വിളംബരപ്പെടുത്തിയത്. 

പാട്ടക്കുടിശിഖ ഗഡുക്കളായി കൊടുക്കാൻ സൗകര്യപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിനും 
അതിനോടു ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട കാര്യങ്ങൾക്കും വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യുന്നതിനുളള ഒരു 
ഓർഡിനൻസ്. 


പീഠിക -കേരള സംസ്ഥാന നിയമസഭ സമ്മേളനത്തിൽ അല്ലാതിരിക്കു 
കയും താൻ സത്വരനടപടിയെടുക്കുന്നത് ആവശ്യമാക്കിത്തീർക്കുന്ന സാഹചര്യ 
ങ്ങൾ നിലവിലുണ്ടെന്ന് കേരള ഗവർണ്ണർക്ക് ബോധ്യമായിരിക്കുകയാലും ; 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ ഭരണഘടനയുടെ213 -ാം അനുച്ഛേദം (1) -ാം ഖണ്ഡത്തിന്റെ 
ക്ലിപ്ത നിബന്ധനയനുസരിച്ച് പ്രസിഡൻറിൽ നിന്നും ന ർദ° ദേശങ്ങൾ 
വാങ്ങിയിരിക്കുകയാലും ; 

ഇപ്പോൾ , അതിനാൽ, ഇൻഡ്യൻ ഭരണഘടനയുടെ213 -ാം അനുഛേദത്തിലെ 
(1) -ാം ഖണ്ഡം മൂലം നൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാരണങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് കേരള 
ഗവർണ്ണർ താഴെപ്പറയുന്നഓർഡിനൻസ് വിളംബരപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു : 
G , 1504 
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1. 


1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേരും വ്യാപ്തിയും പ്രാരംഭവും.- (I ) ഈ ഓർഡിനൻസിന് 
പാട്ടക്കുടിശിക ഗഡുക്കളായി കൊടുക്കുന്നതു സംബന്ധിച്ച 1979- ലെ കേരള 
ഓർഡിനൻസ്, എന്ന് പേർ പറയാം. 

2) ഇതിന് കേരള സംസ്ഥാനംമുഴുവൻ വ്യാപ്തിയുണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്ന 
താണ്. : :. 

3 ) . ഇത് ഉടൻ പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ വരുന്നതാണ്. 
2. നിർവചനങ്ങൾ . ഈ ഓർഡിനൻസിൽ, സന്ദർഭം മറ്റുവിധത്തിൽ 
ആവശ്യപ്പെടാത്തപക്ഷം, " നടപ്പുകുടിയാൻ ,: " കൈവശഭൂമി , " ദേഹണ്ഡം ” 
ലാൻഡ ടബ്യൂണൽ, " പാട്ട്. , കുടിയാൻ എന്നീപദങ്ങൾക്ക് 1963- ലെ 
കേരള ഭൂപരിഷ്ക്കരണ ആക്ററിൽ (1964- ലെ 1) അ വയ്ക്കു യഥാകമം 
കൊടുത്തിട്ടുളള അർത്ഥങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നതാണ് . 

3. പാട്ടക്കുടിശിക ഗഡുക്കളായി കൊടുക്കൽ - (1) തൽസമയം നിലവി 
ലുളള മറേറതെങ്കിലും നിയമത്തിലോ, അഥവാ ഏതെങ്കിലും കരാറിലോ, 
നാട്ടാചാരത്തിലോ, വഴക്കത്തി ലോ അഥവാ ഏതെങ്കിലും കോടതിയുടെയോ 
ലാൻഡ് ടബുണലിൻറയോ ഏതെങ്കിലും ഡാകിയിലോ അഥവാ ഉത്തര 
വിലോ വിരുദ്ധമായി എന്തുതന്നെ അടങ്ങിയിരുന്നാലും, 1970 ജനുവരി 
1 -ാം തീയതിക്കുമുൻപ് ചൊടുക്കുവാനുളളതും ഈ ഓർഡിനൻസിൻറ 
പാരംഭത്തിൽ പിരിഞ്ഞുകിട്ടാനുളളതുമായ എല്ലാ പാട്ടക്കുടിശികയും, അങ്ങനെ 
യുളള പ്രാരംഭത്തിൽ അതിൻമേൽ കൊടുക്കേണ്ട പലിശ വല്ലതുമുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ അതു 
സഹിതം ( 2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൽ വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്തിരിക്കുന്ന പ്രകാരം നാലു 
തുല്യ തമാസിക ഗഡുക്കളായി കൊടുക്കുകയാണെങ്കിൽ, പൂർണ്ണമായി 
കൊടുത്തുതീർത്തതായി കരുതപ്പെടുന്നതാണ്. 
വിശദീകരണം.-- ഈ ഉപവകുപ്പിന്റെ ആവശ്യത്തിനായി 1968 മേയ് 
1 -ാം തീയതിക്കു മുൻപ് ഒരു കുടിയാനിൽ നിന്നും കിട്ടേണ്ടതായ 
കുടിശിഖ, 1963- ലെ കേരള ഭൂപരിഷ്ക്കരണ ആക്റം (1964- ലെ 1) 
73 -ാം വകുപ്പിൻ കീഴിൽ അയാളുടെ ജൻമിക്ക് അയാളിൽ നിന്നും 
വസൂലാക്കാൻ അവകാശമുളളതുകയായി കരുതപ്പെടേണ്ടതാണ്. 
( 2 ) ഒന്നാംഗഡു ഈ ഓർഡിനൻസിന്റെ പ്രാരംഭം മുതൽ മൂന്നു മാസം 
കഴിയുമ്പോഴോ അതിനുമുൻപോ കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതും ശേഷിച്ച ഗഡുക്കളിൽ 
ഓരോന്നും മുൻപത്തെഗഡു കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതായിത്തീർന്ന അവസാ1) ദിവസം 
മുതൽ മൂന്ന് മാസക്കാലാവധി അവസാനിക്കുമ്പോഴോ അതിനു മുൻപോ 
കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതുമാണ്. 

( 3) ( 2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം കൊടുക്കണ്ടതായ ഗഡുക്കൾ പാട്ട 
ക്കുടിശിക വസൂലാക്കുന്നതിനുളള നടപടികൾ നിലവിലുളള കോടതിയിലോ, 
ലാൻഡ് | ടബ്യൂണലിലോ, അഥവാ അങ്ങിനെയുളള യാതൊരു നടപടിയും 
നിലവിലില്ലാത്തപക്ഷം, ഈ 

ആ വശ്യത്തിനായി സർക്കാർ നിർദ്ദേശിക്കാ 
വുന്ന പ്രകാരമുളള കോടതിയിലോ ടബൂണലിലോ, അതിനവകാശപ്പെട്ട 
ആൾക്കുകൊടുക്കുന്നതിനായി, കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതോ ഡെപ്പോസിറ് 

ചെയ്യേ 
ണ്ടതോ ആകുന്നു . 

4. പാട്ടക്കുടിശികയ്ക്കുവേണ്ടിയുളളവ്യവഹാരങ്ങൾ അപേക്ഷകൾ മുതലാ 
യ വ നിരോധിക്കൽ. - തൽസമയം നിലവിലുള്ള മാറതെങ്കിലും നിയമത്തിലോ 

ഏതെങ്കിലും കരാറിലോ, നാ ട്ടാ ചാ ര ത്തി ലോ , വഴക്കത്തിലോ, 
അഥവാ ഏതെങ്കിലും കോടതിയുടെയോ ടബ്യൂണലിന്റെയോ ഏതെങ്കിലും 


അഥവാ 


വിധി ന്യായത്തിലോ ഡികിയിലോ, ഉത്തരവിലോ വിരദ്ധമായി എന്ത 
തന്നെ അടങ്ങിയിരുന്നാലും, ഈ ഓർഡിനൻസിന്റെ പ്രാരംഭത്തിലും അതു് 
മുതലും പ്രാബല്യത്തോടുകൂടി, 

( എ ) 3 -ാം വകുപ്പിൽ പരാമർശിച്ചിട്ടുളള പാട്ടക്കുടിശിക വസൂലാക്കു 
ന്നതിനുളള യാതൊരുവ്യവഹാരമോ, അപേക്ഷയോ മററു ന ട പ ടി ക ളോ ; 
അഥവാ 

( ബി ) അങ്ങനെയുളള പാട്ടക്കുടിശിക വ സൂ ലാ ക്കു ന്ന തി നു ഉള 
ഡികിയോ ഉത്തരവോ നടത്തുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടിയുളള യാതൊരു അപേക്ഷയോ, 
അഥവാ അതിനോടനുബന്ധിച്ചുളള താ അഥവാ അ തിനു സഹായകമായതോ 
ആയ മററു അപേക്ഷയോ നടപടികളോ ഏതെങ്കിലും കോടതിയിലോ ലാൻഡ് 
. ടബ്യൂണലിലോ സ്വീകാര്യമായിരിക്കുന്നതല്ലാത്തതും അ അ ി ക ന യ ക ളള 
( പാരംഭത്തിൽ ഏതെങ്കിലും കോടതിയിലോ ലാൻഡ് ടബ്യൂണലിലോ 
നിലവിലുളള അങ്ങനെയുളള എല്ലാ വ്യവഹാരങ്ങളും അ ം പ ക്ഷ ക ളു • മററു 
നടപടികളും നിറുത്തിവയ്ക്കപ്പെടുന്നതുമാണ്. 


5 . ക ക വ ശ o ത ി ര ി യ ി ക യ ട ക ൽ.- (1) മറേറതെങ്കിലും 
ന ി യ മ ത്ത | 6 ല - അ ഥ വ ഏ ക ത ത ി ല കോ ട ത ി യു ടെ യോ 
ലാൻഡ് ടബ്യൂണലിൻറയോ ഏതെങ്കിലും വീ ധ ി ന ്യ ാ യ ത ി a ലാ , 
ഡികിയിലോ ഉത്തരവിലോ വിരുദ്ധമായി എന്തുതന്നെയടങ്ങിയിരുന്നാലും, 
ഏതെങ്കിലും കൈവശഭൂമി 3 -ാം വകുപ്പിൽ പരാമർശിച്ചിട്ടുളള പാട്ടക്കുടിശിക 
ക്കായുളള ഏതെങ്കിലും ഡികിയോ ഉത്തരവോ നടത്തുന്നതിൽ വിൽക്കപ്പെടു 
കയും ഈ ഓർഡിനൻസിന്റെ പ്രാരംഭത്തിനുമുൻപ് ന ട - കു ടി യാ ൻ 

കൈവശഭൂമിയുടെ കൈവശത്തിൽനിന്നും നീക്കംചെയ്യപ്പെടുകയും ചെയ്യുന്ന 
സംഗതിയിൽ, അങ്ങനെയുളള നടപ്പുകൂടിയാണ് ഈ വകുപ്പിലെ വ്യവസ്ഥ 
കൾക്കു വിധേയമായി, കൈവശഭൂമിയുടെ കൈവശം തി രി ച്ചു കി ട്ടാ ൻ 
അവകാശമുണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നതാണ്. 

( 2 ) (1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൻകീഴിൽ തന്റെ കൈവശഭൂമിയുടെ കൈവശം 
തിരിച്ചുകിട്ടാൻ അവകാശമുളള ഏതൊരാൾക്കും 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (2) -ാം ഉപ 
വകുപ്പിൽ വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്തിരിക്കുന്ന പ്രകാരം പാട്ടഗഡുക്കൾ കൊടുത്ത 
ശേഷം മൂന്നുമാസക്കാലത്തിനുളളിൽ, ഡി കിയോ ഉത്തരവാ പാസാക്കിയ , 
അതതുസംഗതിപോലെ , കോടതിയിലോ ലാൻഡ് ടബ്യൂണലിലോ അതു 
സ്ഥിരപ്പെടുത്തുവാനും തന്റെ കൈവശ ഭൂമിയുടെ കൈവശം തിരിച്ചു 
കിട്ടുന്നതിനുമായി അപേക്ഷ ബോധിപ്പിക്കാവുന്നതാണ്. 

(3 ) അതുസംഗതി പോലെ, കോടതിയ്ക്കാ ലാൻഡ് ടബ്യൂണ 
ലിനോ യുക്തമെന്നു അതുകരുതുന്ന 

അന്വേഷണവിചാരണയ്ക്കുശേഷം, 
തിരിച്ചുകിട്ടുന്നതിനുള്ള അപേക്ഷ അനുവദിച്ചുകൊണ്ടും കോടതിയുടെയോ 
ലാൻഡ് ടബ്യൂണലിൻറയോഏതെങ്കിലും ഡി കിയിൻകീഴിലോ ഉത്തരവിൻ 
കീഴിലോ ദേഹണ്ഡവിലയായോ മറ്റുവിധത്തിലോ എന്തെങ്കിലും നഷ്ട 
പരിഹാരം അപേക്ഷകൻ വാങ്ങിയിട്ടുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ അ തും കൈവശാവകാശം ഒഴിഞ്ഞ 
തിനുശേഷം എന്തെങ്കിലും ദേഹണ്ഡങ്ങൾ വസ്തുവിൽ ചെയ്തിട്ടുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ 
കോടതിയോലാൻഡ്ടബൂണലോനിശ്ചയിക്കാവുന്ന പ്രകാരമുളള അതി 
വിലയും ഉത്തരവിൽ പറഞ്ഞിരിക്കാവുന്ന പ്രകാരമുളള കാ ല ാ പ ധ മ ക്ക കം 
ഡെപ്പോസിററുചെയ്യുവാൻ നിർദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് ഉത്തരവുപാസാക്കാവുന്ന 
താ ണ് . 
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(4 ) (3) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൻ കീഴിലുളള ഉത്തരവിൽ പറഞ്ഞിരിക്കുന്ന 
(പകാരം നഷ്ടപരിഹാരവും ദേഹണ്ഡവിലയും വാങ്ങുന്നതിൻമേൽ, അതതു 
സംഗതിപോലെ , കോടതിയോ ലാൻഡ ° ടബൂണലോ, ആവശ്യമുളളപക്ഷം 
ഒഴിയാൻ വിസമ്മതിക്കുന്ന 

ഏതൊരാളിനേയും നീക്കംചെയ്തുകൊണ്ട 
അപേക്ഷകന് ഭൂമിയുടെ കൈവശം തിരിച്ചുകൊടുക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 
6. ഗഡുക്കൾ നിശ്ചിതസമയ ത 

കൊടുക്കാതെ വീഴ്ചവരുത്തുന്ന 
കു ടി യാ ൻ മാ ർ ആനുകൂല്യങ്ങൾ ന ർഹരല്ലെന്ന്.- 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 2 -ാം , ഉപ് 
വകുപ്പിൽ വ്യവസ്ഥചെയ്തിരിക്കുന്ന പ്രകാരം നിശ്ചിതത്തീയതിയിലോ 
അതിനുമുൻപോ ഏതെങ്കിലും ഗഡുകൊടുക്കുന്നതിൽ 

വീഴ്ചവര ത്തുന്ന 
ഏതൊരു കുടിയാനും ഈ ഓർഡിനൻസുമൂലം നൽകിയിട്ടുളള ഏതെങ്കിലും 
ആനുകൂല്യത്തിന് അർഹനായിരിക്കുന്നതല്ല . 

7 . കാലഹരണം -ഈ ഓർഡിനൻസിൻകീഴിൽ നി രോ ധി ക്ക പ്പെ ട്ട തോ 
നിറുത്തിവച്ചതോ യ വ്യവഹാരങ്ങളോ അപേക്ഷകളോ അഥവാ മററു 
നടപടികളോ ബോധിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനുളള കാലഹരണത്തിൻറ കാലാവധി 
കണക്കാക്കുന്നതിൽ, അങ്ങിനെയുളള വ്യവഹാരങ്ങളോ, അപേക്ഷകളോ, മററു 
നടപടികളോ, ഈ ഓർഡിനൻസിൻകീഴിൽ നിരോധിച്ചിരുന്നതോ, നിറുത്തി 
വച്ചിരുന്നതോആയ സമയം ഒഴിവാക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

8. ഓർഡിനൻസ് ചിലവിഭാഗം കുടിയാൻമാർക്ക് ബാധകമല്ലെന്ന്. ഈ 
ഓർഡിനൻസിൽ അടങ്ങിയ യാതൊന്നും 1977- ലെ കേരള ഋണാശ്വാസ ആക്റ് 
(1977- ലെ 17 ) 2 -ാം വകുപ്പ് ( 4) -ം ഖണ്ഡത്തിൽ നിർവചിച്ച പ്രകാരമുളള 
അ ാമ കണ്ണനാ ൽ ഒരു കുടിയാനിൽ നിന്നും കിട്ടുവാനുളള പാട്ടക്കുടിശികയെ 
സം ബന്ധിച്ച് ബാധകമാകുന്നതല്ല . 


ജോതി വെങ്കട ചെല്ലം 

ഗവർണ്ണർ, 


( v രിത്തർജ്ജമ) 


ഏ . പി , പെരുമാൾ. 
അഡീ, ഹൈഡ്(ടാൻ സ്ലേററർ 
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Section iy 


കരം സർക്കാർ 


തൊഴിൽ- വനനിർമ്മാണ ( ഇ ) വകുപ്പ 


വിജ്ഞാപനം 


സർക്കാർ ഉത്തരവ് ( സാധരണ) നമ്പർ 1375/ 79/ തൊ.. 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1959 സെപ്ററംബർ 27, 
എസ്. ആർ, ഓ , നമ്പർ 1162/79 -1948 - ലെ മിനിമം വേജസ് ആക്ററിലെ 
(1948- ലെ കേന്ദ് ആകന് 11) 5 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1) 9. ഉപവകുപ്പ് ( എ ) 
ഖണ്ഡപ്രകാരം നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിരിക്കുന്ന അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് 
1977 നവംബർ 18 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ അസാധാരണ ഗസാാ നമ്പർ 670 - ൽ 
എസ്. ആർ. ഓ . നമ്പർ 1056/77 ആയി പ്രസിദ്ധീകരിച്ച് 1977 നവംബർ 
16 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ സർക്കാർ ഉത്തരവ് ( സാധാരണ ) 1397/77 / തൊഴിൽ നമ്പർ 
വിജ്ഞാപനപ്രകാരം രൂപീകരിച്ച ഓടുവ്യവസായത്തിലെ മിനിമം വേജസ് 
കമ്മറ്റിയുടെ കാലാവധി 15-8-1979 മുതൽ മൂന്നു മാസത്തേക്ക് വീണ്ടും 
നീട്ടിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 

ഗവർണ്ണറുടെകൽപ്പന പ്രകാരം, 

സി , പി . നായർ, 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ സെകട്ടറി. 


വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
( ഇത് വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല . വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിൻറെ പൊതുവായ 
ഉദ്ദേശത്തെ സൂചിപ്പിച്ചിരിക്കുന്നുവെന്നു മാത്രം.) 

സർക്കാർ വിജ്ഞാപനം ( സാധാരണ) നമ്പർ 1397/ 77/ തൊഴിൽ തീയതി 
15-11-1977 പ്രകാരംരൂപീകരിച്ച ഓടുവ്യവസായ മിനിമം വേജസ് കമ്മറ്റിയുടെ 
കാലാവധി 15-11-1978 മുതൽ 6 മാസത്തേക്ക് 16- ) -1979 - ലെ സർക്കാർ 
ഉത്തരവ് ( സാധാരണ) നമ്പർ 98/ 79/ തൊ . ഭ . ( പകാരം നീട്ടിക്കൊടുക്കുകയു 
ണ്ടായി , സർക്കാർ ഉത്തരവ് ( സാധാരണ) നമ്പർ 970 / 79 / തൊ , ഭ . തീയതി 
ജൂലൈ 9 , 1979 പ്രകാരം പ്രസ്തുത കമ്മറ്റിയുടെ കാലാവധി 15-5-1979 
മുതൽ മൂന്നു മാസത്തേയ്ക്കുകൂടി നീട്ടിക്കൊടുക്കുകയും ചെയ്തു . എന്നാൽ 
കമ്മിറ്റിയുടെ പ്രവർത്തനം പൂർത്തിയാക്കുവാൻ മൂന്നു മാസത്തെ സമയം കുടി 
വേണമെന്ന് കമ്മററി ചെയർമാൻറ ആവശ്യം അംഗീകരിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് 
പസ്തുത കമ്മറ്റിയുടെ കാലാവധി 15-8-1979 മുതൽ മൂന്നു മാസത്തയ്ക്കു 
കൂടി നീട്ടിക്കൊടുക്കുവാൻ സർക്കാർ തീരുമാനിച്ചിരിക്കുന്നു . 

( പസ്തുത കാര്യം സാധിക്കുകയാണ് ഈ വിജഞാപനത്തിന്റെ ലക്ഷ്യം, 


G. 1618 


Kerala Gazette No. 42 dated 23rd October 1979 
PARTI 


sertion iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Higher Education Department 

NOTIFICATIONS 


I 


No. 17143/B2/79-1/H.Edn . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 22nd August 1979 . 
S. R. O. No. 1163/79.- Under clause (a ) of subsection (2 ) of Section 
80A of the Kerala University Act, 1974 (11 of 1974 ), the Government of 
Kerala hereby authorise the Deputy Directors of Collegiate Education 
Central Zone and South Zone as the competent officers whom the teachers 
or members of non- teaching staff of Private Colleges situated in their 
respective jurisdiction should satisfy , regarding any work entrusted to them 
in connection with an examination conducted by the University . 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to give its 
general purport). 

According to clause (a ) of subsection (2 ) of Section 80A of the Kerala 
University Act, 1974 (17 of 1974), Government are to authorise an Officer 
not below the rank of a Deputy Director of Collegiate Education to satisfy 
himself that a teacher or member of the non - teaching staff of an affiliated 
college has sufficient cause for not doing the work entrusted to him in 
connection with an examination conducted by the University of Kerala . 
Government have accordingly decided to authorise the Zonal Deputy 
Directors for the purpose. This notification is intended to achieve the above 
object. 

II 
No. 17143/ B2 /79-2 /H.Edn . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 22nd August 1979 . 
S.R.O. No. 1164/79. - Under Clause (a ) of subsection (2 ) of Section 
79A of the Calicut University Act, 1975 (5 of 1975 ), the Government of 
Kerala hereby authorise the Deputy Director of Collegiate Education , 
North Zone as the competent officer, whom the teachers or members of 
non -teaching staff of Private Colleges situated in his jurisdiction should 
satisfy, regarding any work entrusted to them in connection with an 
examination conducted by the University. 
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Explenatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to give its 
general purport). 

According to clause (a ) of subsection (2 ) of Section 79A of the Calicut 
University Act, 1975 (5 of 1975 ), Government are to authorise an Officer not 
bel w the rank of a Deputy Director of Collegiate Education to satisfy 
himself that a teacher or member of the non- teaching staff of an affiliated 
college had sufficient cause for not doing the work entrusted to him in 
connection with an examination conducted by the University of Calicut. 
Government have accordingly decided to authorise the Zonal Deputy 
Director, North Zone for the purpose. This notification is intended to 
achieve the above object . 


By order of the Governor, 

THOMAS CHERIAN , 

Joint Secretary . 


Koala Gazette No. 42 datod 28rd October 1979 . 
PART I 


Section 


GOVERNMENT OF HERAXA 
Labour and Housing (E ) Departmem 

NOTIFICATION 


No. G. O. (Rt.) 1285/79/ L & H . Dated , Trivandrum , 1st September 1979 . 

S. R. O. No. 1165 /79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 9 of the Minimum Wages Act, 1948 (Central Act 11 of 1948 ) the 
Government of Kerala hereby nominate Shri K. V. Padmanabhan , Toddy 
Shop Contractor, “ Seena Nivas" P. O. Mangad, Cannanore District as 
one of the Employers Representatives, in the place of Shri M.K. Sasi, 
clo Shri T.R. Narayanan & Company, Chettippadi P. O., Parappanan 
gadi, Malappuram District, in theMinimum Wages Committee for Toddy 
Tapping Industry constituted as per Notification No. G. O. ( Rt.) 1005/ 78 / 
L & H . dated the 19th June 1978 , published as S.R.O.No. 574/78 in the 
Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 406 dated the 20th June, 1978 as 
modified subsequently by Notification No. G. O. (Rt.) 831/79/L & H . dated 
6th June, 1979 published as S. R. O. No. 681/79 in Part I of the Kerala 
Gazette No. 25 dated the 6th June, 1979 . 


By order of the Governor, 

C. P. NAD , 
Special Secretary. 


Explanatory Note 
(This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport) . 

In G.O.Rt. No. 1005 /78 / L & H . dated 19-6-1978 which was modified 
by G.O.Rt.No. 831/79 /L & H . dated 6-6-1979 Government have nominated 
Shri M.K. Sasi as one of the employers representatives in the Minimum 
Wages Committee for Toddy Tapping Industry . As he has not attended the 
meetings of the Committee , Shri M.X. Sasi lost his membership. Govern 
ment have decided to appoint Shri K.V. Padmanabhan , Cannanore as the 
Employers representative in the place of Shri M.K. Sasi in the aforesaid 
committee . 

This notification is intended to achieve the above object. 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Taxes ( E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (P ) No. 109 /79 / TD . Dated, Trivandrum , 1st September 1979 . 

S. R. O. No. 1166 /79.- In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a ) of 
subsection (1) of section 9 of the Kerala Stamp Act, 1959 ( 17 of 1959), the 
Government of Kerala , being of opinion that it is necessary in the public 
interest so to do, hereby remit the duty with which the sale deed in respect 
of an extent of 0.8100 hectares of land comprised in Survey . Nos. 3596/1, 
3596/8 , 3597/1 and 3619 in the Madathuvilakom Village in Trivandrum 
Taluk in the Trivandrum District to be executed by Sri M.Gouriappan , 
Sri M.Sakthimohan , Smt. J. Kasthuri and Smt. S. Nirmala , Panavilakath 
House, Madathuvilakom village, Trivandrum taluk, in favour of the 
Secretary , Shree Vidyadhiraja Vidya Samajam , Udarasiromani Road , 
Trivandrum - 10 , a charitable society, is chargeable under the Act. 

By order of the Governor, 
R. RAMACHANDRAN NAIR , 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
(This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport) . 

The Secretary , Shree Vidyadhiraja Vidya Samajam , Udarasiromani 
Road , Trivandrum by a letter dated 24-7-1979 has informed Government 
that the Samajam , which is a Charitable Institution , registered under the 
Travancore-Cochin Literary, Scientific and Charitable Societies Registra 
tion Act, proposes to purchase an extent of about 2 acres of land in the 
Madathuvilakom village , in Trivandrum Taluk for a total consideration of 
Rs. 3,00,000 for the purpose of establishing an institute of Higher education 
in Economics. He has requested that the proposed sale deed may be exempt 
ed from payment of stamp duty . Government have considered the request 
and they propose to sanction it. The above notification is intended to 
achieve this object. 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Agriculture (Dairy) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. ( P) No. 377/ 79/AD . 

Dated Trivandrum , 9th October 1979 . 
S.R.O. No. 1167 /79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1 ) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 1968) 
red with section (3 ) thereof, the Government of Kerala hereby make the 
following amendments to the Special Rules in respect of the Kerala Dairy 
Development Service, published under G. O ( ) 267/ Public ( Rules) 
Departo ent dated the 23rd August , 1967 in Part I of the Kerala Gazette 
No. 34 dated the 29th August, 1967, namely : 

AMENDMENTS 
In the said rules: 

1. in rule 1, after category 1, " Director of Dairy Development" 
the following category shall be inserted , namely : 

IA Joint Director " 
2. in sub -rule (a ) of rule 2 , 

(i) against category 1 " Director of Dairy Development” for the 
existing entries under the heading " Method of appointment" the following 
entries shall be substituted , namely : 

“ (1) By promotion from category (1 ) A 
( 2 ) In the absence of suitable candidates under item (1 ) A , 

by promotion from category 2 . 


.. 


or 


(3 ) In the absence of suitable candidates under item (1 ) A 

and (2 ), by transfer from the category of Deputy Directors 
in the Kerala Animal Husbandry Service or from the 
category of Deputy Directors in the Kerala Agricultural 
Service Provided that a person holding the post of Joint 
Director shall not be superseded for promotion as Director 
on the only ground that he has not completed probation 

in the category " : 
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(ii) after category 1, " Director of Dairy Development" and the 
entries against it, the following category and entries shall respectively be 
Inserted , namely : 
" IA . Joint Director 1. By Promotion from category 2 

or 
In the absence of suitable candidates 

for promotion, by transfer from 
the category of Deputy Director 
in the Kerala Animal Husbandry 
Service or from the category of 
Deputy Director in the Kerala 

Agricultural Service" . 
3. In the table under sub- rule (b ) of rule 5 

(i) for item (2) in column (2) Qualification against the post 
Director, in column ( 1) the following shall be substituted namely : 

(ii) Minimum 5 years experience as Joint Director or/and 

Deputy Director_or/and Assistant Director/Dairy 
Manager in Dairy Development Department 

or 
Minimum 5 years experience as Deputy Directors in the 

Departments of Animal Husbandry or Agriculture. 
(ii) After the post " Director" in column (1 ) and the entries 
against it in column (2 ), the following post and entries shall respectively be 
inserted namely : 
" Joint Director 1. A Degree or Diploma in Dairying 

of a recognised University 
Institution 

or 
A Degree in Agriculture 

Veterinary Science and speciali 
sation in Dairying after acquiring 

the Degree . 
2. Minimum 5 years experience as 

Deputy Director or/and Assistant 
Director/Dairy Manager in the 
Dairy Development Department. 


or 


ог 


or 


Minimum 5 years experience in 

equivalent grade in the Depart 
ment of Animal Husbandry or 
Agriculture" . 
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These amendments shall be deemed to have come into foree with effect 
from the 14th July , 1975 . 


By order of the Governor, 
N.KRISHNAN NAIR , 

Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification but is intended to indicate ts 
purport.) 

A post of Joint Drector of Dairy Development has been sanctioned in 
connecuon with the implementation cf Da ry Development Schemes under 
Western Ghats Development Programme. It is necessary to prescribe 
qualifications and method of appointment for the post Thé notification is 
intended to achieve this objective. 
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Iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Water and Transport ( Transport A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 21786/ TA1/79 / W & T. Dated , Trivandran , 14th September 1979 . 

S. R. O. No. 1168 /79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of section 14 of the Road Transport Corporations Act, 1950 
(Central Act 64 of 1950 ) , read with rule 13 of the Kerala State Road 
Transport Corporation Rules, 1965 , the Government of Kerala hereby 
appoint Sri C. A. Chaly , Chief Security and Vigilance Officer, Office of 
the Kerala Public Service Commission as the General Manager of the 
Kerala State Road Transport Corporation Vice Sbri D. Babu Paul, General 
Manager , Kerala State Road Transport Corporation who was transferred 
and posted as Secretary, Finance ( Expenditure) Department as per G. O. 
Rt. No. 5066 /79/GAD dated the 14th August, 1979 . 

By order of the Governor 
G. GOPALAKRISHNA PILLAI, 

Special Secretary 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the Notification , but is intended to bring out the 
main purport) . 

Government have in notification No. 51980 /TA1/77 / PW dated 
19-10-1977 appointed Sri D. Babu Paul as GeneralManager, Kerala State 
Road Transport Corporation . He has now been posted as Secretary , 
Finance (Expenditure) Department and Sri C. A. Chaly, Chief Security 
and Vigilance Officer , Office of the Kerala Public Service Commission as 
General Manager , Kerala State Road Transport Corporation and hence 
this notification . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Housing (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATIONS 
G. O. Rt. No. 1358/79 /L & H Daled , Trivandrum , 25th September 1979 . 

[ 
S.R.O.No.1169/79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a ) 
of subsection (1) of section 5 of the Minimum Wages Act, 1948 (Central Act 
11 of 1948 ), the Government of Kerala hereby extend the term of the 
Minimum Wages Committee for the employment in Rubber Products 
Industry constituted as per Notification No. G. O. (R1) 1053/ 78 /L & H 
dated the 27th June, 1978 published as S.R.O. No. 605/78 in the Kerala 
Gazette Extracruinary No. 425 dated the 27th June, 1978 for a further 
period of three months from the 27th June, 1979. 


II 
S.R.O No. 1170/79.- In exercise of the powers conferred by section 9 
of the Minimum Wages Act, 1948 (Central Act XI of 1948), the Govern 
ment of Kerala hereby appoint (i) Shri G. O. Joseph , District Labour 
Officer , Kottayam as the Chair nan in the place of Shri V. C. Thomas, 
Deputy Labour Commissioner (Rtd .) Vadasseril Kunnel, Kidangoor P.O. 
Kottayam District and ( 2) Shri N J. Chacko, Managing Partner, Johnson 
Tyres P ) Ltd., Poochakkal, Shertallaias one of the Employers Representa 
tives in place of Shri KS Aboo , Managing Director, Best Tyre and 
Rubber Company, Nellikuzhi, Moovattupuzha. 

In the Minimum Wages Committee appointed to hold enquiries and 
advise Government for revision of minimum rates of wages in the employ 
ment in Rubber products industry constituted as per Notification No. G.O. 
( Rt) 105378 / L & H dated the 27th June, 1978 published as S.R.O.No. 
605/78 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 425 dated the 27th June, 
1978 and as modified by the Notification No. G. O. (Rt.) 15.0/78 L & H 
dated the 28th August 1978 published as S. R. O. No. 1080/78 in the 
Kerala Gazctte No. 46 dated the 14th November , 1978 . 

By order of the Governor 

C. P. NAIR , 

Special Secretary . 
G. 1581 
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Esplanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

The term of the Minimum Wages Committee for Rubber products 
industry constituted as per Notification No. G. O. Rt. No. 1053 /78 / L & H 
dated 27-6-1978 has expired on 26-6-1979. Government have now decided 
to extend the term of the Committee for a further period of three months 
from 27-6-1979 to enable the Committee to complete its work . 

Shri V. C. Thomas, Deputy Labour Commissioner ( Rtd.) Vadasseril 
Kunnel, Kidangoor, Kottayam appointed as Chairman , Minimum Wages 
Committee for Rubber Products as per G. O. Rt. No. 1053/78 / L & H dated 
27th June, 1978 has resigned the post. Shri K. S. Aboo appointed as 
employers representative as per G. O. Rt. 1520 /78/ L & H dated 28th August, 
has lost his membership . Government have now decided to appoint 
ShriG. O. Joseph , District Labour Officer, Kottayam as Chairman and 
N. J. Chack ), Managing Director, Johnsons Tyres, Poochakkal, Shertallai 
as employers representative in the Committee. 

These notifications are intended to achieve the above objects. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Water and Transport (Irrigation ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 15270 /1R3/79 /W & T. 

Dated , Trivandruma, 3rd October 1979. 
S. R. O. No. 1171/79.- Whereas the Government are of opinion that 
as a result of the Muvattupuzha Valley Irrigation Project undertaken by 
thern there is likelihood of a speculative rise in the land value in the project 
area ; 

Now , therefore in exercise of the powers conferred by section 47A of the 
Kerala Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (21 of 1962), the Government ofKerala 
hereby specify the area comprised within the villages specified in column (4 ) 
of the schedule below as project area. 


SCHEDULE 


District 


Taluk 


(2 ) 


Name of Project 

(1) 
Muvattupuzha 

Valley 
Irrigation 
Project 


( 3) 
Thodupuzha 


Idukki 


Village 

(4 ) 
1. Thodupuzha 
2. Kumaramangalam 
3. Manjallur 
4. Karikode 
5. Manakadu 
6. , Purapuzha 
7. Kodikulam 
8. " Muttom 
9. Kudayathoor 
10. Arakulam 
11. Valliamattom 
12 Alakode 
1. Kalloorkad 
2. Muvattupuzha 
3 . Pothanikad 
4 . Parapotty 
5 . Kadavoor 
6 . Palakuzha 
7. Arakuzha 
8. Marady 
9. Piravom 


Ernakulam 


Muvattupuzha 
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( 2 ) 


( 1) 
Muvattupuzha 

Valley Irri 
gation Project 


Ernakulam 


Kottayam 


( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 
Muvattupuzha 10. Thirumarady 

11 . Onakur 
12. Memury 
13. Ramangalam 
14 . Elanji 
15. Koothattukulam 

16. Eramalloor 
Meenachil 1. Kanakkary 

2. Kuravilangad 

3. Velliyannoor 
Vaikom 

1. Mulakulam 
2. Kaduthuruthy 
3. Njeezhoor 
4. Vadayar 
5. Velloor 
6. Kallara 

7. Manjoor 
Kottayam 1. Ettumanoor 

2. Athirampuzha 
3 . Perumbaikad 


Kottayam 


Kottayam 


By order of the Governor, 
G. GOPALAKRISHNA PILLAI, 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate its 
general purport). 

The Project area Notification under section 47A of the Kerala Land 
Acquisition Act, 1961 for Moovattupuzha Valley Irrigation Project covering 
a number of villages expired on 20-7-1979. As further acquisition is neces 
sary in these areas it is considered that fresh notification be issued under 
section 47A of the Kerala Land Acquisition Act so that speculative rise in 
land value in the area should not affect project work . The notification is 
intended to serve the above purpose . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Housing (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


to 


G.O.Ms. No. 85 /79 / L & H . Dated, Trivandrum , 24th September 1979 . 

S.R.O.No. 1172 /79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection 
(3 ) of section 3 of the Workmen s Compensation Act, 1923 (Central 
Act 8 of 1923), the Government of Kerala hereby make the 

following 
additions to Parts “ A ” add " B " of the Schedule III to the said Act 
in iis application to the State of Kerala . 

ADDITIONS 
In Schedule III to the Workmen s Compensation Act, 1923, 

1. Under Part A of the said Schedule. the following occupational 
disea es arising out of the employments specified against them shall be 
added at the end , namely S 
Occupational diseases 

Employment 
" P. i oning by tri- cresyl phos An emrloyment involving the use or 
ph.te. 

handling of or exposure the 
fumes of, or 

vapuur containing 

tricresy! phosphate. 
Poisoning by diethlene dioxide Any employment involving the use or 
(disxan ). 

handling of, or exposure to the 
fumes of, 

vapours containing 
dicthle e dioxide . 

(d oxan ) 
Piosoning by nickel carbonyl. Any employment involving exposure 

to nickel Carbonyl gas" . 
2. Under Part B of the said Schedule, he following occupational 
disea es arising out of the employments specified against them shall be 
added at the end , namely : 
Occupational disease 

Employment 
Non - infective d.rmatitis 

of Any employment involving exposure 
external origin (including to dust, liquid or vapour or any 
chrome ulceration of the skin 

other 

external agent capable of 
but excluding dermatitis due irritating the skin (including 
to ion sing particles of electro friction or heat but excluding jonis 
ma netic radiations other than ing particles or electro-magnetic 
radiant heat) . 

radiation other than radiant heat). 
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or 


Occupational diseases 
Noise induced hearing loss. 


Poisoning by Dinitrophenol or a 
homologue or by substituted 
dinitrophenol or by the Salts 
of such substanecs . 


& 


Poisoning by beryllium or 

compound of beryllium . 


Poisoning by cadmium . 


Primary neoplasm of the ep the 

lial lining of the urinary 
bladder (Pappilloma of the 
bladder) or of the epithelial 
lining of the renal pelvis or of 
the epithelial lining of the 
ureter. 


Employment 
Any employment in volving exposure 

to high noise level over a prolonged 

period. 
Any employment involving the use or 
handling of 

or exposure to the 
fumes of, or vapour containing 
dini rophenol or a homologue or 
substituted dinitrophenols or the 

salts of such substanecs. 
Any employment involving the use or 
handling of, or exposure to 

the 
fumes, dust or vapour of, beryllium 
or a compound of beryllium or a 

substance containing beryllium , 
Any employment involving exposure 

to cadmium , 
(a ) Any employment ſinvolving the 

use or bandling of, or exposure 
to any of the following 
substances : 
(i) Beta -napthylamine and its 

salts . 
( ii) Benzidine and its salts. 
( iii) 4 - amino diphenyl and its 

salts. 
(vi) 4 -nitro diphenyl and , its 

salts . 
(v) Alphanapthylamine and 

its salts . 
(vi) Orihotolidine and its 

salts . 
( vii) Dianisidine and its 

salts. 
(viii) Dichlorobenzidine and its 

salts . 
( ix ) Auramine. 

(x ) Magneta . 
(b ) Maintenance or cleaning 

of any part of machinery 
used for the production , 
handling or processing 
of any substances menti 
oned in itcm (a ) above. 


Occupational d seases 


Employment 
(e) Cleaning of any clothing 

used by workers working 
with 

substances 
mentioned in item (a ) 
above in a laundry which 
forms a part o the place 
of employment" . 


any 


By order of the Governor, 

C. P. NAIR , 
Special Secretary 


III to 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

The expert committeeappointed to frame model rules for occupational 
diseases in parts A and B of Schedule III and to revise model 
rules for occupational diseases in Part C 

of the Schedule 

the 
Workmen s Compensation Act, 1923 has, in part II of its report, interalia 
recommended the inclusion of certain occupational diseases in the list of 
occupational diseases in Schedule III to the Act. 

Under Section 3 (3) of the Act the powers for making additions 
parts " A " 

and " B of Schedule III to the said Act are vested on 
the State Government. The Government of India have requested the 
State Government to make the additions 

to parts " A " and " B " of 
Schedule III to the Act. 

Government have decided that the occupational diseases recommended 
by the expert committee for inclusion in Parts " A " and " B " of the 
Schedule shall be incorporated in Schedule III to the Workmen s Compen 
sation Act 1923.] 

This notifications is intended to achieve the above purpose. 


to 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Water and Transport (Transport B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. G. O. ( P ) 82 / W & T . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 29th September 1979 . 
S.R.O No 1173/79 .-- In exercise of the powers conferred by section 68 
ofthe Motor Vehicles Act, 1939 (Central Act 4 of 1939), the Government 
of Kerala hereby make the following Rules further to amend the Kerala 
Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961, the samehaving been previously published as 
required by subsection (1) of section 133 of the said Act, namely : 

Rules 
1. Short title. These Rules may be called the Kerala Motor Vehicles 
(Amendment) Rules , 1979. 

2. Amendment to rule 202 A. - In the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961, 
in rule 202A , 

(i) clause (b ) of sub-rule (8 ) shall be omitted ; 
(ii) clause (b ) of condition 2 in the " Abstract of conditions of 

composite permit " shall be omitted , 


By order of the Governor, 
P. SHANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Secretary. 

(P.r.o. 
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Explanatory Note 
(This is not part of the notification but is intended to bring out the 
main purport). 

In the revised agreement for South Zone Permit Scheme signed at New 
Delhi on 23-9-1977 no condition prohibiting picking up or setting down 
goods between two points situated in different States which are at a distance 
of less than 50 kms. was included . It has therefore , become necessary to 
delete the relevant clauses in the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961. This 
amendment is intended to achieve the above object . 
Το 

The Transport Commissioner, Trivandrum . 
The Secretary, State Transport Authority . 
The Inspector General of Police . 
The State Governments of Andhra Pradesh , Tamil Nadu , Maharastra , 

Karnataka, Pondicherry and Goa. 


PARTI 


Sections 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Housing (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATIONS 


No. G. O. (Rt) 137479 /L & H . Dated , Trivandrum , 27th September 1979. 

I 
S.R.O.No. 1174/79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section ( 1) of section 6 of the Kerala Motor Transport Workers (Payment of 
Fair Wages) Act, 1971 (23 of 1971), the Government of Kerala hereby 
make the following further amendment to the Notification No. 
33967/A1/71/LSWD dated the 23rd October, 1971 published in the Kerala 
Gazette No. 44 dated 16th November, 1971, namely : 

AMENDMENT 
In the Schedule to the said Notification , against serial umber in 
column 2 , for the entry Shri K. Kasiviswanathan , Joint Labour 
Commissioner, Trivandrum " , the entry " Deputy Labour Commissioner 
(Industrial Relations ) in the office of the Labour Commissioner shall be 
substituted . 

II 
S. R. O. No. 1175 /79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of section 4 of the Motor Transport Workers Act, 1961 (Central 
Act 21 of 1961) and in supersession of Notification - I G.O. (Rt) 1089/74 /LBR 
dated the 25th November , 1974 published in the Kerala Gazette No. 49 
dated the 3rd December, 1974, the Government of Kerala hereby appoint 
the Deputy Labour Commissioner (Industrial Relations) in the office of the 
Labour Commissioner, Trivandrum to be the Chief Inspector for the 
purposes of the said Act with jurisdiction over the whole of the State of 
Kerala . 


By order of theGovernor, 

C. P. NAIR , 
Special Secretary . 

( P.T.O. 
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Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notifications but is intended to indicate 
Its general purport .) 

In G. O.Ms. No. 51/79/L & H dated 28-5-1979 , a reorganisation was 
effected with the shifting of two posts of Deputy Labour Commissioners to 
the office of the Labour Commissioner. As per Notification III No. 
G. O. (Rt) 1089 /74 /LBR dated 25-11-1974 published in the Kerala Gazette 
No. 49 dated 3-12-1974 Shri K. Kasiviswanathan was notified as authority 
under the Kerala Motor Transport Workers (Payment of Fair Wages ) 
Act, 1971 and as per Notification I, he was notified as Chief Inspector under 
the Motor Transport Workers Act, 1961. As he has retired from service, 
fresh notifications are deemed necessary . These notifications are intended 
to achieve the above object. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Water and Transport ( Transport B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. G. O. ( P ) 84 / W & T . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 3rd October 1979 . 
S. R. O. No. 1176 /79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause ( x ) of subsection (2 ) of section 68 of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1939 
(Central Act IV of 1939), the Government of Kerala hereby make the 
following Rules further to amend the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961, 
the same having been previously published as required by sub section (1) 
of section 133 of the said Act, namely - 


Rules 
1. Short titlo.- (1 ) These Rules may be called the Kerala Motor 
Vehicles (Amendment) Rules, 1979 . 

2. Amendment to the rules. - In the Kerala Motor Vehicles 
Rules, 1961, 

(i) in sub -rule (1 ) of rule 260, after clause (b ) the following 
clause shall be inseried , namely : 

“ (bb ) All District Collectors" ; 

( ii ) in sub -rule (1) of rule 261, after clause (b ) the following 
clause shall be inserted , namely : 

" (bb ) All District Collectors” . 


By order of the Governor , 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Secretary . 

( P.T.O. 
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Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the Notification , but is to bring out the main 
purport). 

At present the District Collectors are not authorised to inspect public 
service motor vehicles. It is felt that the District Collecto s may also be 
authorised to inspect public service vehicles so as to enable them to conduct 
random checking with a view to cuibing over loading and minimise the 
accidents caused by over load . Hence this notification . 


To 


The Transport Commissioner. 
The Secretary , State Transport Authority . 
All Regional Transport Officers. 
All District Collectors. 
The Inspector General of Police. 
All State Governments. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare (G ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
GO.MS. 186/79/LA & SWD . 

Dated , Trivandrum 17th August 1979. 
S. R O. No. 1177 /79. - Under sub section (5 ) of section 12 of the 
Town Planning Act, 1108 (IV of 1108 ), the Government of Kerala hereby 
notify that under subsection (3) of the said section , the Goverment have 
sanctioned the " Detailed Town Planning Scheme for Chalai" , Trivandrum . 
The Government order sanctioning the scheme is hereby published as required 
under subsection (5 ) of section 12 of the said Act. The Scheme will be open 
to inspection of the public at the office of the Executive Trustee , Trivandrum 
Town Planning Trust, Trivandrum during office hours for a period of one 
month from the date of publication of the notification in the Gazette. 


By order of the Governor 
S. KRISHNA KUMAR , 

Secretary, 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Abstract 


DETAILED TOWN PLANNING SCHEME FOR CHALAI AREA - SANCTION ACCORDED 


LOCAL ADMINISTRATION AND SOCIAL WELFARE (G ) 

DEPARTMENT 
G. O.MS. 186 /79 /L 4 & SWD. Dated , Trivandrum , 17th August, 1979 . 


Read :-1. 


Letter No. TTPT. 446/75 dated 17-2-1978 from the Executive 

Trustee, Trivandrum Town Planning Trust, Trivandrum . 
Letter No. 05/1758/78 dated 28-4-1979 from the Chief Town 

Planner. 


2 . 


ORDER 
The Executive Trustee , Trivandrum Town Planning Trust, Trivandrum 
has forwarded with his letter read as first paper above, a detailed Town 
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Planning Scheme for Chalai area as laid down under subscction (2) of 
section 12 of the Town Planning Act, 1108 . 

2. The Chief Town Planner has recommended the Scheme for 
sanction . 

3 . Government have examined the scheme in detail and hereby 
sanction the detailed Town Planning Scheme for Chalai area , Trivandrum 
under section 12 of the Town Planning Act, 1108. 

4. The details of land to be acquired are appended to this order. 


By order of the Governor, 
S. KRISHNA KUMAR, 

Secretary . 


SCHEDULE - V 


DETAILED TOWN PLANNING SCHEME FOR CHALAI AREA 

FORM No. 9 


Land proposed to be acquired 
[ Under Rule 37 (iii ) of Travancore Town Planning Rules, 1113 ] 


Boundaries of land 


Extent 


Purpose for which 

land to be 
acquired 

(1 ) 


Sy . 
Nos . 
affected 


Remarks 


East 


South 


West 


North 


H. Ares 


(2 ) 


( 3 ) 


(4 ) 


(5 ) 


(6 ) 


(7 ) ( 8 ) 


(9 ) 


Residential 


Part 


9 


1272 
1285 
1286 
1296 
1297 
1299 


1272 
1285 
1272 
1286 
1286 
1286 


16.64 
0.32 
7.68 
0.16 
2.24 
11.20 


22 


Description of land - Dry 

Village - Iranimuttom 
1286 1307 1308 
1285 1286 

1272 
1286 1299 1272 
1296 1296 1297 
1297 1297 

1298 1300 

1302 
1302 1302 1303 
1302 1303 1303 
1300 

1303 1301 
1299 1 301 1307 
1300 1301 1307 
1282 1282 1288 
1282 1288 1287 


32 


1299 


1297 


92 


53 


9 ) 


1302 
1303 
1301 
1300 
1307 
1282 
1287 


1299 
1301 
1300 
1272 
1272 
1287 
1287 


3 20 
2.56 
1.60 
4.85 
2.40 
3.68 
5.44 


9 )Full 
Part 


32 


9 ) 


( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


(5 ) 


(6 ) 


(7 ) (8 ) 


(9 ) 


Residential 


Full 


1288 
129+ 


1282 
1289 


1295 
1353 


1287 
1295 


25.89 
13.12 


> ) 


Part 


1295 
1353 


1289 
1292 
1293 
1294 
1355 
1354 
1358 
1357 
1356 


1353 
1353 


1295 
1353 


1288 
1294 
1295 
1354 
1355 
1292 


15.36 
7.68 


9 ) 


1352 
1354 
1355 


1352 
1352 
1354 


1352 
1353 
1353 


10.52 
8.00 
8.32 


>> 


1 50.86 


Industrial 


1325 
1326 
1327 
1328 
1329 
1332 


1326 
1328 
1328 
1309 
1330 
1305 


1333 
1333 
1326 
1329 
1332 
1332 


1325 
1325 
1327 
1327 
1333 
1333 
1345 
1333 
1343 
1343 


1327 
1327 
1312 
1311 
1328 
1329 


0.32 

.42 
4.48 
16.18 

8.50 
11.20 


Part 
Full 
Part 
Full 


Part 


1333 
1313 
1345 


1329 
1345 


1345 
1343 
1345 


1326 
1334 
1335 


15.04 
1.92 
6.74 


1332 


3 


65.80 


Parks & open spaces 


22 


1322 
1323 
1324 
1334 
1335 
1337 


22 


1323 
1324 
1324 
1334 
1334 
1335 


1337 
1335 
1334 
1334 
1335 
1337 


1321 
1322 
1323 
1335 
1337 
1321 


1322 
1323 
1324 
1324 
1323 
1322 


1.28 
1.28 
0.80 
1.92 
3.96 
3.14 


3 


22 


3 


12.38 


Car parking 


1268 
1270 


1273 
1273 


1270 
1270 


1268 
1270 


1.28 
0.32 


1273 
1274 
1241 
1242 
1243 
1249 
1250 


1274 
1274 
1242 
1250 
1250 
1249 
1250 


1273 
1274 
1241 
1243 
1243 
1249 
1249 


1268 
1273 
1241 
1241 
1241 
1243 
1242 


1268 
1268 
1269 
1273 
1274 
1241 
1242 
1242 
1250 
1250 


5 76 
0.96 
0.48 
4.80 
2.40 
0.16 
4.64 


20.80 


Commercial 


1193 
1194 


1193 
1195 


1194 
1201 


0.96 
23.36 


1193 
1192 
1193 
1194 
1234 
1234 


1234 
1233 
1234 
1233 
1233 
1234 


1202 


22 


1202 
1233 
1234 


1202 
1233 
1233 


1.28 
15.68 
11.04 


33 


1194 
1194 
1193 
1194 
1190 
1190 
1191 


1190 
1191 
1192 


1190 
1191 
1192 


1191 
1192 
1192 


1196 
1195 
1194 


12.74 
12.01 
5.12 


93 


( 2 ) 


(5 ) 


(6 ) 


(7 ) 


1195 


1106 


1191 


1101 


27.51 


Full 


1200 
1201 
1197 


Part 


1106 
1197 


1106 
1319 


1190 
1196 


30.04 
20.80 


79 


1198 
1199 
1200 
1201 
1204 
1205 


1216 
1197 
1190 
1200 
1205 
1206 


1195 
1195 
119 ) 
1206 
1200 
1201 
1201 
1204 
1201 


1198 
1206 
1205 
1204 
1205 
1205 


10.56 
1.92 
4.04 
5.41 
5.76 
10.24 


Part 


) 


) 


1197 
1197 
1195 
1194 
1201 
1200 
1201 
1199 
1197 
1197 
1338 
1336 


79 


9 ) 


6 


1206 
1246 
1319 
1320 
1337 


1198 
1246 
1319 
1337 
1335 


1205 
1198 
1197 
1320 
1337 
1338 
1320 
1338 
1336 


1206 
1246 
1246 
1320 
1337 


8.44 
4.48 
0.32 
10.96 
5.85 


37 


:) 


1321 
1336 
1335 


1321 
1335 
1331 


1321 
1337 
1335 


0.38 
8.09 
6.40 


Full 
Part 


1338 


1320 
13.10 
13.12 
1343 
1339 
139 
13.10 
13:10 
1342 


1336 
13-10 


17.60 


) 


>> 


1339 
1310 
1341 


1342 


1338 
1339 
1339 
1336 
1340 


1320 
1338 
1336 
1335 
1336 


11.81 
13.00 
1.21 


1335 
1342 


Full 


Part 


1334 
1342 
1343 


1334 
1343 
1343 


1343 
1342 
1343 


1335 
1340 
1342 


1334 
1335 
1335 


0.48 
7.68 
1.92 


3 6.15 


Road AA 


95 


1234 
1235 
1236 
1163 
1193 


1193 
1193 
1235 
1193 
1192 


1235 
1163 
1236 
1163 
1193 


1234 
1234 
1235 
1235 
1193 


5.12 
5.50 
0.32 

1.12 
10.24 


97 


92 


7 ) 


29 


1192 
1191 
1190 
1189 
1339 
1375 
1344 
1332 
1305 
1353 
1302 
• 1303 
1298 
1299 
1297 


9 


1191 
1190 
1339 
1339 
1374 
137+ 
1345 
1305 
1353 
1353 
1298 
1302 
1295 
1297 
1296 


1234 
1236 
1236 
1235 
1234 
1235 
1193 
1192 
1191 
1190 
1189 
1189 
1372 
1344 
1332 
1305 
1303 
1303 
1302 
1299 
1299 


1192 
1190 
1189 
1189 
1375 
1375 
1347 
134 
1352 
1354 
1302 
1353 
1302 
1298 
1295 
1297 
1296 
1295 
1287 
1287 


1192 
1191 
1190 
1190 
1339 
1339 
1345 
1345 
1305 
1353 
1302 
1303 
1299 
1299 
1297 


8.96 
16.96 
5.76 
7.80 
2.39 
0.12 
1.72 
2.08 
0.41 
5.44 
3.59 
0.96 
1.40 
0.64 
1.47 


99 


9 


39 


9 . 


97 


1296 
1295 
1287 
1283 


1287 
1288 
1283 
1281 


97 


1297 
1298 
1296 
1283 


1296 
1296 
1287 
1280 


1.60 
4.32 
7.52 
5.28 


9 ) 


( 1) 


( 2 ) 


(6 ) 


( 8 ) 


(9 ) 


Part 


» 


99 


1280 
1281 
1374 
1373 
1372 
1347 
1346 
1351 
1352 


( 3 ) ( 4 ) (5 ) 
1281 1283 1280 
2020 

1282 1280 
1373 1374 1339 
1372 1373 1374 
1344 1372 1373 
1346 1347 1372 
1351 1346 1347 
1352 1351 1346 
1354 1352 1351 

Village - Chengazhacherry 
1354 1354 
2151 2153 2153 


1280 
1253 
1374 
1373 
1372 
1332 
1332 
1332 
1305 


0.80 
15.36 
8.64 
5.16 
4.48 
1.92 
2.72 
1.37 
5.76 


3 


99 


1354 
2153 


1352 


1353 
2153 


0.96 
1 45 


37 


1 49.24 


Road A1 A1 


2143 
2149 
2152 


2143 
2149 
2152 


2153 
2152 
2153 


2143 
2149 
2152 


2148 
2148 
2149 


1.28 
0.28 
1.12 


> 


2. 68 


Road BB 


1241 


1218 
1219 
1212 
1210 
1221 
1222 
1224 


1241 
1218 
1219 
1212 
1210 
1220 
1220 
1220 


Village- Iranimuttom 

1218 1241 
1219 1220 
1212 1220 
1210 1211 
1205 1211 
1222 

1221 
1224 1222 
1226 1224 


2331 
1220 
1218 
1219 
1212 
1220 
1221 
1222 


2.88 
1.60 
0.48 
0 35 
1.08 
0.80 
1.92 
1.92 


99 


35 


53 


1211 
1211 
1210 
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1224 
1226 
1220 
1205 


1204 


1231 


1226 
1227 
1211 
1204 
1232 
1203 
1202 
1201 
1194 
1192 
1193 


1204 
1201 
1201 
1201 
1194 
1192 
1192 


1227 
1229 
1231 
1201 
1203 
1201 
1194 
1194 
1193 
1192 
1193 


1226 
1227 
1227 
1211 
1232 
1203 
1202 
1202 
1194 
1193 
1193 


1232 
1203 
1204 
1201 
1194 
1194 


1.60 
1.92 
6.08 
4 80 
2.24 
0.48 
0.76 
3.20 
14.14 

1.28 
3.20 


9 


9 


> 


50.73 


Road B1 B1 


9 


Village- Chengazhacherry 
2331 2445 2447 
2331 2444 

2445 
2444 

2444 
2417 2417 

2331 
2443 2443 2331 
2331 

2331 2444 


2447 
2445 
2444 
2417 
2443 
2331 


2331 


9 ) 


o 


2447 
2447 
2444 
2437 
2417 
2331 


0.80 
0.80 
1 92 
0.64 
0.80 
0.83 


9 ) 


5.79 . 


Road B2 B2 


1205 
1206 
1245 
1198 
1246 


Village - Iranimuttom 
1206 * 1205 1211 
1198 1206 1205 
1198 1198 1206 

1198 1206 
1246 

1246 1198 


1209 
1206 
1245 
1216 
1246 


5.44 
5.12 
0.32 
1.44 


1246 


09 


9 ) 


1 76 


14.08 


9 


(1) 


( 2) 


（ 3) 


（ 5） 


（ 6) （ 7) ( 8) 


（ 9) 


Part 


Road C2 C2 


E 


3 


1246 
1319 
1197 
1196 
1338 
1339 
190 


126 
1319 
1319 
1320 
1338 
1339 
1339 


1319 
1320 
196 
1190 
1339 
1339 
1189 


1346 
1197 
l197 
1196 
1196 
190 
Il90 


1246 
1246 
1319 
1319 
1196 
1338 
196 


2. 36 
2 07 
0.26 
6.08 
1.28 
0.96 
3.36 


， 


， 


16.37 


) 


1 ， 


Road C3 C3 


1320 
1321 
1337 
1335 
1334 


132 
1321 
1335 
1334 
1334 


1320 
1321 
1337 
1335) 
1334 


1196 
1320 
1:37 
1337 
1335 


1320 
132l 
1337 
1335 
1334 


2.24 
0.32 
4.16 
2,78 
1.28 


， 


10 


10.78 


Public & Semi Public 


128 
1282 


2020 
1281 
1282 
1282 


2019 
2019 
1282 
1232 


༡ 


128l 
1282 
1237 
1287 


1281 
1281 
1283 
1283 


L 06.24 

66.56 
0.32 
0.33 


1287 


1283 


， 


173.45 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Housing (F ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 14372/F2/79/L & H . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 16th October 1979. 
S. R. O. No. 1178 /79. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (5) of section 1 of the Employees State Insurance Act, 1948 (Central 
Act 34 of 1948 ), the Government of Kerala , in consultation with the 
Employees State Insurance Corporation and with the approval of the 
CentralGovernment, and after having given six months notice, as required 
by the said sub -section, hereby extend , with effect from the midnight of 
3rd November , 1979 the provisions of the said Act, to the classes of establish 
ments specified in column (2 ) thereof. 

SCHEDULE 


Description of Establishments 


Areas in which the 
Establishments 
are situated 


(1 ) 

(2 ) 
1. The following establishments 1. The areas within the revenue 

whereon twenty or more persons villages of Thenhipalam and 
are employed , or were employed Munniyur in Tirur Taluk in 
for wages on any day of the Malappuram District 
preceding twelve months, 
namely : 

2 . The areas within the revenue 
(i) Hotels ; 

villages of Chittur, Kozhinjam 
(ü ) Restaurants ; 

para , Thattamangalam , Kozhi 
(iii) Shops ; 

pathy and 

Vadavannur in 
(iv ) Road Motor Transport Chittur Taluk in Palghat District 

Establishments ; 
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(2 ) 

3 . Toe areas within the revenue 
preview bear ; 

village of Elappally in Palzhat 

Tzu ia Palghat District 
15 ) Senger 4253-3 4 . The areas within the revende 

ucesce in secos 2 ) si ages of Perambra, Potta , 
cfise werëz jornalis 

Waca kumkkara ad Vellai 
( Codics of Sexice) 2-1 in Jakuniapuram Taluk in 
Visceracecos Prosics ) 

Tricour District 
4 1955 ( 45 of 1:55 ) . 

5 . TE : 27023 within the revenue 

village of Parakkad in Trichur 

Talk in Trichur District 
6. The areas within the revenue 

villages of Kizhakkambalam 
2-0 Ai karnad North in 
Kunnathu.ad Taluk in Erna 

kulam Disrict 
2. Ay Feiss ich 

Al the areas mentioned in 
Freis berabereca 10 colan (2 ) against iteon 1 . 
mere fessess but is 28 czce 
less than twe Pesce , are 
sind awes Spied for 
w ca 21 c tee Freed 
tweve Dabs, 28iy 
perdich a cus 
prass is beszcze 
the power oiscrezy 
po cred ca tot achiz a 

saljest wie czerzice 
die Vise 4 , 1932 ( Cas ! 
A 35 198 ) Crazy 


De vis sasies o 
55 ayathe act . 
i postes peute is daze 
( 13) sealse Ecole 
yees Scie L. 1 , 1943 
( Cezic 34 of 1945 ) . 
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(1 ) 


( 2) 


9 . 


All the arcas mentioned in 
column (2 ) against item 1 . 


Any premises including precincts 
thereof whereon 20 or 

more 
persons are employed or were 
employed for wages on any day 
of the preceding twelve months 
and in any part of which a 
manufacturing process is being 
carried on without the aid of 
power, or is ordinarily so carried 
on; but excluding a mine subject 
to the operation of the Mines 
Act, 1952 or a railway running 
shed or an establishment which 
is exclusively engaged in any of 
the manufacturing processes spcci 
fied in clause ( 12) of section 2 
of the Employees State Insurance 
Act, 1948 (Central Act 34 of 
1948) . 


By order of the Governor, 

C. P. NAIR , 
Special Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

Government in consultation with the Employees State Insurance 
Curporation and with the a " proval of the Central Government propose 
to extend the provisions of the Employees State Insurance Act 1948t) certain 
new classes of establishments in the areas as detailed in the notincation 
wherein the Employees State Insurance Scheme has since been extended 
by the Central Government under section 1 (3 ) of the Act . 


Res Me 21/8/9 


Government of Kerala 

1979 


KERALA GAZETTE 

EXTRAORDINARY 
PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY 


23rd October 1979 


(No. 759 


Vol. XXIV ] Trivandrum , Tuesday, 


1st Karthika 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Law (Legislation - A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 12600 -Leg ( A ) 2/79/Law Dated , Trivandrum , 23rd October , 1979 / 

1st Karthika, 1901. 
The following Act of the Kerala State Legislature is hereby published 
for general information . The Bill as passed by the Legislative Assembly 
received the assent of the Governor on the 13th day of October, 1979. 


By order of the Governor, 
K. VISWANATHAN NAIR , 

Law Secretary 


PRINTED AND PUBLISHED BY THE S. G. P. AT THE GOVERNMENT PRESS, 

TRIVANDRUM , 1979. 
33 /3913/MC 


ACT 20 OF 1979 


THE KERALA PUBLIC SERVICES (AMENDMENT) ACT, 1979 


An Act further to amend the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968. 


Preamble. - WHEREAS it is expedient further to amend the Kerala 
Public Services Act, 1968, for the purposes hereinafter appearing; 

BE it enacted in the Thirtieth Year of the Republic of India as follows: 

1. Short title and commencement.- (1) This Act may be called the Kerala 
Public Services (Amendment) Act, 1979. 

(2) It shall be deemed to have come into force on the 3rd day of July, 
1979 . 

2. Substitution of new section for section 1.- For section 1 of the Kerala 
Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 1968) (hereinafter referred to as the principal 
Act), the following section shall be, and shall be deemed always to have been , 
substituted , namely : 

" 1. Short title and commencement.- (1) This Act may be called the 
Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 . 

(2 ) Section 3 shall come into force on the 17th day of September, 
1968 and the remaining provisions of this Act shall be deemed to have come 
into force on the 1st day of November, 1956." . 

3. Substitution of new section for section 3.- For section 3 of the principal 
Act, the following section shall be substituted , namely : 

“ 3. Continuance of existing rules. — All rules made under the proviso 
to article 309 of the Constitution of India , regulating the recruitment, and 
conditions of service of persons appointed, to public services and posts in 
connection with the affairs of the State of Kerala and in force immediately 
before the 17th September , 1968 , shall be deemed to have been made under 
this Act and shall continue to be in force unless and until they are superseded 
by rules made under this Act." . 

4. Repeal and saving.- ( 1) The Kerala Public Services (Amendment) 
Ordinance, 1979 (4 of 1979 ), is hereby repealed . 

(2) Notwithstanding such repeal, anything done or any action 
taken under the principal Act as amended by the said Ordinance shall be 
deemed to have been done or taken under the principal Act as amended by 
this Act. 
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PART II 


കേരള നിയമസഭാ സെക്രട്ടേറിയറ് 


വിജ്ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ 2014|എൽഎ 4/79 . 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1979 ഫെബ്രുവരി 14, 
കേരള നിയമസഭയുടെ നടപടികമവും കാര്യനിർവ്വഹണവും സം ബ് 
ന്ധിച്ച ചട്ടങ്ങളിലെ 69 -ാം ചട്ടത്തിൻകീഴിൽ നഴ്സുമാരേയും മിഡ “ വൈഫു 
മാരേയും സംബന്ധിച്ച ( ഭേദഗതി) ബിൽ, 1979 ഉദ്ദേശ കാരണങ്ങളുടെ വിവര 
ണത്തോടും ധനകാര്യ മെമ്മോറാണ്ടത്തോടു ഏൽപ്പിച്ചുകൊടുത്ത നിയമ 
നിർമ്മാണാധികാരം സംബന്ധിച്ച മെമ്മോറാണ്ടത്തോടുംകൂടി (പസിൽ ധ 
പ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 


ഡോ : ആർ. (പസന്നൻ, 
വി മസഭാ സെക്രട്ടറി . 


അഞ്ചാം കേരള നിയമസ 


ബിൽ ന 1 ർ 94. 


നഴ ° സുമാരേയും മിഡ് വൈഫുമാരേയും സംബന്ധിച്ച 

( ഭേദഗതി) ബിൽ, 1979 
നഴ്സുമാരേയും മിഡ്വൈ മാരേയും സംബന്ധിച്ച 1953- ലെ ആക്റ 

ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്യുന്നതിനളള ഒരു ബിൽ 


പീടിക. നഴ്സുമാരേയും മിഡ് വൈഫുമാരേയും സംബന്ധിച്ച 1953- ലെ 
ആക്ററ് താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന കാര്യങ്ങൾക്കായി ദഗതി ചെയ്യുന്നത്. യുക്തമായി 
രിക്കുകയാൽ ; 
ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിൻറ 

മുപ്പതാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ താഴെപ്പറയും 
പ്രകാരം നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കുന്നു : 

1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേരും ( പാരംഭവും:-(1) ഈ ആക്ററിന് നഴ്സുമാരേ യും 
മിഡ് വൈഫുമാരേയും സംബന° ധിച്ച (asദഗതി) ആക ററ്, 1979 എന്ന 
പേർ പറയാം. 

(2) ഇത് ഗസററിൽ വിജ്ഞാപനം ചെയ്യുന്ന തീയതി മുതൽ (പ്രാബല്യ 
ത്തിൽ വരുന്നതാണ്. 
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- 2. പുതിയ 24 എ വകുപ്പ് കുട്ടിച്ചേർക്കൽ. നഴ്സുമാരേയും മിഡ 
വൈഫുമാരേയും സംബന്ധിച്ച 1953- ലെ ആക്ററി ( 1953- ലെ 10) ലെ 24-ാം 
വകുപ്പിനുശേഷം, താഴെപ്പറയുന്നവകുപ്പ്ചേർക്കേണ്ടതാണ്, അതായത്: 

"24 എ . പുതുക്കൽ ഫീസ്.- (I) ഈ ആക്ററിൻകീഴിൽ ആദ്യമായി 
പേര് രജിസ "ററർ ചെയ്തശേഷംഅഞ്ചു വർഷം കഴിഞ്ഞ്, ഒരു രജിസ്ററരിൽ 
ഒരു പേര് നിലനിർത്തുന്നതിനായി, ഓരോഅഞ്ചു വർഷത്തേക്കും ഓരോ രജി 
സ്ററരിനെ സംബന്ധിച്ചും പത്തു രൂപ പുതുക്കൽ ഫീസ് കൗൺസിലിന് 
കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

( 2) , (1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൻകീഴിൽ കൊടുക്കണ്ട് പുതുക്കൽ ഫീസ് ആ 
ഉപവകുപ്പിൽ പറഞ്ഞിരിക്കുന്ന അഞ്ചു വർഷക്കാലത്തിനുശേഷം വരുന്ന 
ഏപ്രിൽ ഒന്നാം തീയതിക്കുമുമ്പ് നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെടാവുന്ന രീതിയിൽ കൊടു 
ക്കേണ്ടതാണ്: 

എന്നാൽ ഏതെങ്കിലും ആൾ നഴ്സുമാരേയും മിഡ് വൈഫുമാരേയു 
സംബന്ധിച്ച ( ഭേദഗതി) ആക്ററ്, 1979 നിലവിൽ വന്ന തീയതിയിലോ 
അതിനുമുമ്പോ ഈ ആ കററിൻകീഴിൽ രജിസ്ററർ ചെയ്യപ്പെട്ട് അഞ്ചു വർഷം 
പൂർത്തിയായിട്ടുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ, അ (പകാരമുളള ഫീസ് അ പ്രകാരം നിലവിൽ 
വന്നശേഷംമൂന്നു മാസക്കാലത്തിനകമോ അഥവാ സർക്കാർ ഗസററിൽ വിജ്ഞാ 
പനംവഴി നിർദ്ദേശിക്കാവുന്ന കൂടുതൽ കാലയളവിനകമോ കൊടുക്കേ 
ണ്ടതാണ്. 

( 3) നിശ്ചിത തീയതിക്കുമുമ്പ് പുതുക്കൽ ഫീസ് കൊടുക്കാത്ത 
സംഗതിയിൽ രജിസ്( ററാർ വീഴ്ചക്കാരന്റെ പേര് രജിസ്ററരിൽനിന്നും 
നീക്കംചെയ്യേണ്ടതാണ്: 

എന്നാൽ അപകാരം നീക്കം ചെയ്യപ്പെട്ട പേര് നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെടാവുന്ന 
രീതിയിൽപുതുക്കൽഫീസോടും നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെടാവുന്ന( പകാരനുളള പിഴ 
യോടുംകൂടി കൊടുക്കുകയാണെങ്കിൽ വീണ്ടും ചേർക്കാവുന്നതാണ്. 

(4) പുതുക്കൽ ഫീസും പിഴ വല്ലതുമുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ അതും കൊടുക്ക 
മ്പോൾ രജിസ്(ടാർ നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെട്ട ഫോറത്തിൽ ഒരു രസീത് കൊടുക്കേ 
ണ്ടതും , ആ രസീത് ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട ആളി ന്റെ രജിസ് (റാഷൻ പുതുക്കിയതി 
നുളള മതിയായ തെളിവായിരിക്കുന്നതു മാണ് 

ഉദ്ദേശകാരണങ്ങളുടെവിവരണം 
നഴ്സുമാരേയും മിഡ് വൈഫുമാരേയും സംബന്ധിച്ച് 1953 - ലെ 
ആക°ററിൽ ആക്റിൻകീഴിൽ രജിസ ററർ ചെയ്യപ്പെട്ടവരോ രജിസ്ററർ ചെയ്ത 
തായി കരുതപ്പെട്ടവരോ ആയ നഴ്സുമാർ, മിഡ് വൈഫുമാർ , ആക്സിലറി 
നഴം സ് - മി 

ഡഫമാർ, ഹെൽത്തം വിസിററർമാർ, പബ്ലിക്ക് ഹെൽത്ത് 
നഴ്സുമാ, എന്നിവർക്ക് രജിസ്ററഷൻ പുതുക്കുവാൻ വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യു 
ന്നില്ല . രജിസ ° റഷൻപുതുക്കുന്നതിനുളള വ്യവസ്ഥയുടെ അഭാവത്തിൽ, 
ഒരാളുടെ പേര് ഒരിക്കൽ രജിസ്ററരിൽ ചേർത്തു കഴിഞ്ഞാൽ അയാളുടെ 
മേൽവിലാസം വ്യത്യാസപ്പെടുത്തിയാലും മരിച്ചുപോയാൽത്തന്നെയും രജി 
സ്ററരിൽ ആദ്യം രജിസ്റ്റർ ചെയ്ത് മേൽവിലാസത്തിൽതന്നെ തുടരുന്ന 

അതിനാൽ രജിസ്ററർ ന്യൂനതയുളളതും സ്ഥിതിവിവരക്കണക്കു 
കൾക്ക് ആശയമാക്കാൻ പാടില്ലാത്തതും ജയിരിക്കുകയും അങ്ങിനെ അതു 
ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചിട്ടുളള കാര്യത്തിന 

ഉപയോഗമില്ലാതെയുമിരിക്കാവുന്ന 
താണ്, നഴ്സുമാർ, മിഡ് വൈഫുമാർ മുതലായവരുടെ രജിസ്റേറഷൻ 


താണ്. 
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പുതുക്കുന്നതിന് ആക്ററിൽ ഉചിതമായ വ്യവസ്ഥകൾ ഉണ്ടാക്കണമെന്ന് 
ഇൻഡ്യൻ നഴ്സിംഗ് കൗൺസിലും കേരളാ നഴ്സ് ആൻഡ് മിഡ് വൈഫ്സ് 
കൗൺസിലും ശുപാർശ ചെയ്തിട്ടുണ്ട്. 

2. മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞ ഉദ്ദേശത്തിനായി നഴ്സുമാരയും മിഡ്ഫു 
മാരേയും സംബന്ധിച്ച 1953- ല ആക്റം ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്യുവാനാണ് ഈ 
ബില്ലുകൊണ്ടുദ്ദേശിക്കുന്നത്. 


ധനകാര്യ മെമ്മോറാണ്ടം 
ബില്ല്, നിയമമാക്കുകയും പാബല്യത്തിൽ കൊണ്ടുവരികയും ചെയ്താൽ, 
സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൽനിന്നുംയാതൊരു ചെലവുംഉണ്ടാകുന്നതല്ല . 
ഏൽപ്പിച്ചുകൊടുത്ത നിയമനിർമ്മാണാധികാരം സംബന്ധിച്ച 

മെമ്മോറാണ്ടം 


- ആ 


ഗസറ്റ് വിജ്ഞാപനം വഴി, നിശ്ചയിക്കാവുന്ന തീയതിയിൽ ആക്റ 
നടപ്പിൽ വരുത്താൻ ബില്ലിലെ 1 -ാം ഖണ്ഡം (2) -ാം ഉപഖണ്ഡം കൊണ 
സർക്കാരിന്അധികാരപ്പെടുത്താനുദ്ദേശിക്കുന്നു . 

ബില്ലിലെ 2 -ാം വകുപ്പുമൂലം കൂട്ടിച്ചേർക്കാനും° ദേശിക്കുന്ന 24 എ 
വകുപ്പ് (2) -ം ഉപവകുപ്പുകൊണ്ട് പുതുക്കൽ ഫീസ് കൊടുക്കേണ്ട രീതി 
നിശ്ചയിക്കാൻ സർക്കാരിനെ അധികാരപ്പെടുത്താൻ ഉദ്ദേശിക്കുന്നു . 
ഉപവകുപ്പിന്റെ ക്ലിപ്ത നിബന്ധന, പ്രസ്തുത ക്ലിപ്ത നിബന്ധനയിൽ 
പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള മൂന്നു മാസത്തിൽ കവിയുന്ന ഏതു കൂടുതൽ കാലത്തിനകം 
ചില ആളുകൾ രജിസ atററഷൻപുതുക്കുന്നതിനുളള ഫീസ് നൽകണമോ ആ 
കാലം നിശ്ചയിക്കാൻ സർക്കാരിന് അധികാരപ്പെടു ത്തുന്നു . പ്രസ്തുത 
വകുപ്പിന്റെ (3) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിലെ ക്ലിപ്ത നിബന്ധന രജിസ്ററരിൽനിന്ന് 
പേര് നീക്കം ചെയ്യപ്പെട്ട ആളുകൾ പുതുക്കൽ ഫീസ് കൊടുക്കേണ്ട രീതിയ 
പ്പററിയും രജിസ്ററരിൽ പേര് വീണ്ടും ചേർക്കുന്നതിനുളള പുതുക്കൽ 
ഫീസോടുകൂടി കൊടുക്കേണ്ട പിഴയെപ്പററിയും നിർണ്ണയിക്കാൻ സർക്കാരിനെ 
അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . ആ വകുപ്പിൻറ (4) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പ് പുതുക്കൽ 
ഫീസും, പിഴഉണ്ടെങ്കിൽ അതും, കൊടുക്കുമ്പോൾ രജിസ്റംർ നൽകണ്ട 
തായ രസീതിന്റെ ഫോറം നിർണ്ണയിക്കാൻ സർക്കാരിനെ 

അധികാരപ്പെ 
ടുത്തുന്നു . 

മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞവ നടപടികമത്തേയോ വിശദാംശങ്ങളേയോ സംബന്ധിച്ച 
വയാ 

- ഭരണപരമായ സ്വഭാവത്തോടുകൂടിയ തോ ആകുന്നു . 
ഏൽപ്പിച്ചു കൊടുത്ത 

നിയമനിർമ്മാണാധികാരം 
മുളളതാകുന്നു . 

കെ , പി ( പഭാകരൻ. 
( ശരി തർജ്ജമ) 

എ . പി , പെരുമാൾ , 
അഡീഷണൽ ഹെഡം(ടാർസലേററർ . 


ശാന് 
സാധാരണ സ്വഭാവ 
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കേരള നിയമസഭാ സെക്രട്ടേറിയററ് 


വിജ്ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ2891 എൽ. എ 4/79. 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1979 മാർച്ച് 11 . 
കേരള നിയമസഭയുടെ നടപടിക്രമവും കാര്യനിർവ്വഹണവും സംബന്ധിച്ച 
ചട്ടങ്ങളിലെ 69 -ാം ചട്ടിപകാരം കേരള സ്മാൾകോസ് കോടതികൾ ( ലേദഗതി) 
ബിൽ, 1979 ഉ 8 ° ദേശകാരണങ്ങളുടെ വിവരണത്തോടും ധനകാര്യ മെമ്മോറാണ്ട 
ത്തോടും കൂടി പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 

ഡോക്ടർ ആർ. പ്രസന്നൻ, 
നിയമസഭാ സെക്രട്ടറി, 


അഞ്ചാം കേരള നിയമസഭ, 

108 -ാം നമ്പർ ബിൽ, 
കേരള സ്മാൾകോംസ് കോടതികൾ ( ഭേദഗതി) ബിൽ, 1979 
1957- ലെ കേരള സമാൾകോസ് കോടതികൾ ആക്ററ്, ഭേദഗതി 

ചെയ്യുന്നതിനുളള ഒരു ബിൽ 
പീഠിക : -1957- ലെ കേരള സമാൾകോസ കാടതികൾ ആക്ററ്, 
ഇതിനുശേഷം കാണുന്നആവശ്യത്തിനായി ഭേദഗതിചെയ്യുന്നത്യുക്തമായിരി 
ക്കുകയാൽ ; 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ മുപ്പതാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ താഴെ പറയും 
( പ്രകാരം നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കുന്നു : 

1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേര് : -ഈ ആക്ററിന് കേരള സ്മാൾകോസ് കാടതി 
കൾ ( ഭേദഗതി) ആക്ററ്, 1979 എന്ന് പേർ പറയാം. 

2. പുതിയ 32 എ വകുപ്പ് കൂട്ടിച്ചേർക്കൽ - 1957 - ലെ സൗമാൾ കോസ 
കോടതികൾ ആക്ററിൽ (1957- ലെ 8) 32-ാം വകുപ്പിനുശേഷം, താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന 
വകുപ്പ്ചേർക്കേണ്ടതാണ്, അതായത്: 

ചട്ടങ്ങൾ നിയമസഭ മുമ്പാകെ വയ്ക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന്. - ഈ 
ആക്ററിൻകീഴിൽ ഉണ്ടാക്കുന്ന ഏതൊരു ചട്ടവും അതുണ്ടാക്കിയതിനുശേഷം 
കഴിയുന്ന തവഗം, 

നിയമസഭയോഗം ചേർന്നിരിക്കുമ്പോൾ അതിന്റെ 
മുമ്പാകെ ആകെ പതിന്നാലുദിവസത്തേക്ക് അത സമ്മേളനത്തിലോ 
തുടർച്ചയായുളള രണ്ടു സമ്മേളനത്തിലോ പെടാം - വയക്കേണ്ടതും, അപകാരം 
അതുവയ്ക്കുന്ന സമ്മേളനമോ അതിനു തൊട്ടടുത്തുവരുന്ന സമ്മേളനമോ 
അവസാനിക്കുന്നതിനു മുൻപ്, നിയമസഭ ചട്ടത്തിൽ വല്ല :ദഗതിയും 
വരുത്തുകയോ അഥവാ 

ചട്ടം 

ഉണ്ടാക്കേണ്ടതില്ലെന്ന് തീരുമാനിക്കുകയോ 
ചെയ്യുന്ന പക്ഷം, ചട്ടത്തിന് അതിനുശേഷം, അതതുസംഗതിപോലെ, അങ്ങനെ 
3 , 1107 


32 എ . 


ഒര 


2 


ആൾ 


ഭേദപ്പെടുത്തിയ രൂപത്തിൽമാത്രം പ്രാബല്യമുണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നതോ അല്ലെങ്കിൽ 
യാതൊരു ( പാബല്യവുമില്ലാതിരിക്കുന്നതോ ആകുന്നു . എന്നിരുന്നാലും 
അങ്ങനെയുള്ള ഏതെങ്കിലും Rദഗതിയാ 

ദുർബലപ്പെടുത്തലോ ആ ചട്ട 
ത്തിൻ കീഴിൽ നേരത്തെ ചെയ്ത യാതൊന്നിന്റെയും സാധുതക്ക് ദൂഷ്യം 
വരുത്താത്തവിധത്തിലായിരിക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു . 

ഉദ്ദേശകാരണങ്ങളുടെവിവരണം 
ചട്ടങ്ങളും 

വിജ്ഞാപനങ്ങളും നിയമസഭ മുമ്പാകെ വയ്ക്കുവാൻ 
വ്യവസ 5 ഥ 

ചെയ്തിട്ടില്ലാത്ത എല്ലാ ആക്ററുകളിലും അങ്ങിനെയുളള 
..വസ്ഥ ഉൾക്കൊള്ളിക്കാൻ സർക്കാർ തക്കതായ നടപടികൾ - കെ 
ക്കൊളേളണ്ടതാണെന്ന് നിയമസഭയുടെ സബ ” ഒാർഡിനേററ ലെജിസ്ലേഷൻ 
ക മ്മിററി അതിന്റെ ആറും എട്ടും റിപ്പോർട്ടുകളിൽ ശുപാർശചെയ്തി 
ട്ടണ്ട്. 

1957- ലെ സ് മാർകോസ് കോടതികൾ ആക്ററി ൽ, അതിൻകീഴിൽ 
പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കുന്ന ചട്ടങ്ങളും വിജ്ഞാപനങ്ങളും നിയമസഭ മുമ്പാകെ 
വയ്ക്കുവാനുള്ള വ്യവസ്ഥയില്ല . സർക്കാരും ഹൈക്കോടതിയും ചട്ടങ്ങൾ 
ഉണ്ടാക്കുവാൻ ( പസ്തുത ആക്ററ് വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യുന്നു . വിജ്ഞാപന 
ങ്ങൾ പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കുവാനും പ്രസ്തുത ആക്റ്റ് സർക്കാരിനെ അധികാര 
പ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . ഈ ആക്ററിൻകീഴിൽ പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കുന്ന വിജ്ഞാപന 
സംസ്ഥാന ഏതെങ്കിലും സ് 

° ഥലങ്ങളിൽ സ്മാൾകോസ 
കോടതികൾ സ്ഥാപിക്കുക, അങ്ങിനെ സ്ഥാപിച്ച കോടതികളിൽ ജഡ്ജി 
മാരേയും 

അഡീഷണൽ ജഡ്ജിമാരേയും നിയമിക്കുക, സ്മാർകോസ് 
കോടതിയിലെ രണ്ടുജഡ്ജിമാരോ അഥവാ ഒരു ജഡ്ജിയും ഒരു അഡീ 
ഷണൽ ജഡ്ജിയും ഒരുമിച്ചിരുന്ന സ്മാൾകോസ് കോടതിക്ക് വിചാരണാ 
ധികാരമുളള വ്യവഹാരങ്ങളോ 

വിചാരണ 

അപേക്ഷകളോ 
നിർദേശിക്കുക, 

ചെയ്യുന്നതിന് 
സ്മാൾകോസ് കാടതിയിലെ രജിസ്ററാർക്ക് ഇരുപതു 
രൂപയിൽ കവിയാത്ത സലയുളള കേസുകൾ വിചാരണചെയ്യവാനുളള ഒരു 
സ്മാൾകോസ് കോടതി|യിലെ ജഡ്ജിയുടെ അധികാരം നൽകുക, ആയിരം 
കവിയാത്ത സലയുളള സിവിൾ 

സ്വഭാവമുളള കേസുകൾ 
വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിൽ പറ ഞ്ഞിരിക്കുന്ന സ്മാൾകോസ് കോടതികൾ വിചാരണ 
ചെയ്യണമെന്ന് നിർദ്ദേശിക്കുക സ്മാൾകോസ് കോടതികൾ നിറുത്തലാക്കുക 
എന്നീകാര്യങ്ങൾക്കുവേണ്ടിയാണ്. 

ഈ ആക്ററിന്റെകീഴിൽ പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കുന്ന വിജ്ഞാപനങ്ങൾ , സാധാരണ 
സ്വഭാവത്തോടുകൂടിയതാണ്. അതിനാൽ അങ്ങനെയുളള വിജഞാപനങ്ങൾ 
നിയമസഭ മുമ്പാകെ വയ്ക്കുവാൻ വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യേണ്ട ആവശ്യമില്ലെന്ന് 
കരുതുന്നു . ആയതിനാൽ ഈ ആക്ററിൻകീഴിൽ ഉണ്ടാക്കുന്ന ചട്ടങ്ങൾ നിയമ 

മുമ്പാകെ വയ്ക്കുവാൻ വ്യവസ്ഥചെയ്യുവാനും° ദേശിക്കുന്നു . ഈ 
ആവശ്യത്തിലേക്ക് ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചുള്ളതാണ് ഈ ബിൽ. 

ധനകാര്യ മെമോറാണ്ടം 
ബിൽ നിയമമാക്കുകയും പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ കൊണ്ടുവരികയും ചെയ്താൽ 
സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൽ നിന്നും യാതൊരു ചെലവുംഉണ്ടാകുന്നതല്ല . 

കെ . എം . മാണി 
( ശരിത്തർജ്ജമ) 

എ . പി . പെരുമാൾ , 
അഡീഷണൽ ഹൈഡ് ട്രാൻസ്ലേററർ, 


രൂ - യിൽ 


സ 
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കരള നിയമസഭാ സെക്രട്ടേറിയററ് 


വിജ്ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ 2876 എൽ എൽഎ /79. 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1979 മാർച്ച് 11. 
കേരള നിയമസഭയുടെനടപടി ക്രമവും കാര്യനിർവ്വഹണവും സംബന്ധിച്ച 
ചട്ടങ്ങളിലെ 69-ാം പട്ടിപകാരം കൊച്ചി സർവ്വകലാശാലാ ( ഭേദഗതി) ബിൽ, 
1979 ഉദ്ദേശ കാരണങ്ങളുടെ വിവരണത്തോടും ധനകാര്യ മെമ്മോറാണ്ടത്തോടും 
കുടി പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 


ഡോക്ടർ ആർ. പ്രസന്നൻ, 
നിയമസാ സെക്രട്ടറി , 


അഞ്ചാം കരള നിയമസഭ 

107 -ാം നമ്പർ ബിൽ 


കൊച്ചി സർവ്വകലാശാല ( ഭേദഗതി) ബിൽ, 1979 
1971- ലെ കൊച്ചി സർവ്വകലാശാല ആക്റ്", വീണ്ടും ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്യു 
ന്നതിനുളള ഒരു ബിൽ 

പീഠിക -1971- ലെ കൊച്ചിൻ സർവ്വകലാശാല ആക്ററ്, ഇതിനുശേഷം 
കാണുന്നആവശ്യത്തിലേക്ക് വീണ്ടും ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്യുന്നത് യുക്തമായിരി 
ക്കയാൽ; 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ മുപ്പതാം സ വൽ.സരത്തിൽ താഴെ പറയും 
പ്രകാരം നിയമമുബാക്കുന്നു : 


1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേരും ( പാരംഭവും - (1) ഈ ആക്ററിന് കൊച്ചി സർവ 
കലാശാല ( ഭേദഗതി) ആക്ററ്, 1979 എന്ന പേർ പറയാം. 

( 2) ഇത് ഉടനടി പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ വരുന്നതാണ്. 
2. 19 -ാം വകുപ്പിന്റെ ഭേദഗതി. - 1971 - ലെ കൊച്ചി യൂണിവേഴ്സിറി 
ആക്ററി (1971 - ലെ 30) (ഇതിനുശേഷം പ്രധാന 

എ ന്നാണ 
പരാമർശിക്കപ്പെടുക) 19 -ാം വകുപ്പിൽ "മററ് അംഗങ്ങൾ എന്ന ശീർഷകത്തിൻ 
C , 125 


തുക റ 


2 


കീഴിൽ ഇപ്പോഴുളള ഇനത്തെ ഇനം (1 ) ആയി നമ്പർ കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതും അങ്ങനെ 
നമ്പർ കൊടുത്ത ഇനം നമ്പർ (1 ) നു ശേഷംതാഴെപ്പറയുന്ന ഇനംചേർക്കേണ്ടതു 
മാണ്, അതായത്: 

"(2 ) 15 -ാം വകുപ്പിൽ തിരഞ്ഞെടുക്കപ്പെടുന്ന അംഗങ്ങൾ എന്ന ശീർഷ 
കത്തിൻകീഴിൽ (14) -ാം ഇനത്തിൽ പരാമർശിച്ചിരിക്കുന്ന അംഗങ്ങളിൽനിന്ന 
സെനററ് തിരഞ്ഞെടുക്കുന്ന ഒരംഗം. . 

3. 20 -ാം വകുപ്പിൻറ ഭേദഗതി. - പ്രധാന .ആക്ററ് 20 -ാം വകുപ്പിൽ, 
രണ്ടാംക്ലിപ്ത നിബന്ധനയിൽ, "എന്നു മാത്രമല്ല എന്ന വാക്കുകൾക്കു 
പകരം “എന്നുതന്നെയുമല്ല 

എന്ന വാക്കുകൾ ചേർക്കേണ്ടതും, ആ ക്ലിപ്ത 
നിബന്ധനയ്ക്കു മുമ്പായി, താഴെ പറയുന്ന ക്ലിപ്ത നിബന്ധന പേർക്കേ 
ണ്ടതുമാണ്, അതായത്: 

“എന്നുമാത്രമല്ല 19-ാം വകുപ്പിൽ "മററംഗങ്ങൾ എന്ന ശീർഷകത്തിൻ 
കീഴിൽ (2) -ാം ഇനത്തിൽ പരാമർശിച്ചിരിക്കുന്ന അംഗം അദ്ദേഹത്തെ തിരഞ്ഞ 
ടുക്കുന്ന തീയതി മുതൽ ഒരു വർഷക്കാലത്തേക്കോ, സെന്ററിലെ അംഗമല്ലാതാ 
യിത്തീരുന്നതുവരെയോ- ഇവയിൽ ഏതാണാ ആദ്യം ! സംഭവിക്കുന്നത് 
അതുവരെ - സ്ഥാനം വഹിക്കുന്നതാണ്. 

ഉദ്ദേശ കാരണങ്ങളുടെ വിവരണം 
1974 - ലെ കേരള യൂണിവേഴ്സിററി ആക്ററും, 1975 - ലെ കോഴിക്കോട 
യൂണിവേഴ്സിററി . ആക്ററും, കേരള യൂണിവേഴ്സിററിയിലേയും 
കോഴിക്കോട യുണിവേഴ്സിറ്റിയിലേയും സ 1 ൻ ഡ 1 : 2 ററു ക ള ി ൽ 
വിദ്യാർത്ഥി പ്രാതിനിധ്യത്തിന് വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യുന്നു . എന്നാൽ 1971- ലെ 
കൊച്ചി യൂണിവേഴ്സിററി ആക്ററിൽ 

തത്തെ ല്യമായ വ്യവസ്ഥ ഇല്ല . 
കൊച്ചി യൂണിവേഴ്സിററി സിൻഡിക്കേറിലും വിദ്യാർത്ഥി പാതി നിധ്യ 
ത്തിനുവേണ്ടി 

വ്യവസ്ഥ ഉണ്ടാക്കണമെന്ന് കൊച്ചി യൂണിവേഴ്സിററി 
യൂണിയൻ സർക്കാരിനോട അഭ്യർത്ഥിച്ചിരിക്കുന്നു. ആ 

അഭ്യർത്ഥന 
കൊച്ചി യൂ ണിവേഴ്സിററി ശുപാർശ ചെയ്യുകയും ഈ ആവശ്യത്തിലേക്കായി 
കൊച്ചിയൂണിവേഴ്സിററി ആക്ററിൽ ആവശ്യമായ ഭേദഗതികൾ വരുത്തണ 
മെന്ന് അഭിപ്രായപ്പെടുകയും ചെയ്തിട്ടുണ്ട്. 

ഈ അഭ്യർത്ഥന ന്യായമാണെന്ന് സർക്കാർ കരുതുകയും അതനുസരിച്ച് 
കൊച്ചി യൂണിവേഴ്സിററി സിൻഡിക്കറിൽ വിദ്യാർത്ഥി പാതിനിധ്യ 
ത്തിനു വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്തുകൊണ്ട് 1971 - ലെ കൊച്ചി യൂണിവേഴ്സിററി 
ആക്ററിൽ ഭേദഗതി വരുത്തണമെന്നു നിർദ" ദേശിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യുന്നു . 
ഈ ഉദ്ദേശം സാധിക്കുന്നതിന് ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചുളളതാണ് ഈ ബിൽ. 

ധനകാര്യ മെമ്മോറാണ്ടം 
ബിൽ നിയമമാക്കുകയും പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ കൊണ്ടുവരികയും ചെയ്താൽ 
സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിത നിധിയിൽ നിന്നും യാതൊരു ചെലവും ഉണ്ടാകു 
ന്നതല്ല . 

സി . എച്ച്. മുഹമ്മദ° കോയ . 
( ശരിത്തർജ° ജിമ ) 

എ . പി . പെരുമാൾ , 
അഡീഷണൽ ഹെഡ് (ടാൻററർ , 
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NOTIFICATION 
No. EX - H4/1750/ 79 . 

3rd October 1979 . 
It is hereby Notified that the Oral and Practical Test ofK. G.T. 
Examination in Agriculture (Lower and Higher), the Examination in 
Theory Part of which was held in 23-5-1979, will be conducted at the 
Centres noted against each theory Examination Centre as detailed below 
on 30-10-1979 and 31-10-1979 as per the Time-table annexed . 


EXAMINATION CENTRES 


Centre atwhich the candidates 
appeared for the Theory 
Examination 


Practical 
Examination 
Centre No. 


Name of Centre in which Oral 
and Practical Test will be 
conducted for the candidates 


State Seed Farm Ulloor, 
Trivandrum 


2 


Govt. Boys H. S., Chalai 
Trivandrum 
Govt. B. H. S., Attingal 
Govt. B. H. S., Quilon 
Govt. G. H. S., Quilon 
Govt. Moh . H. S.for Boys, 
Alleppey 
Govt. ModelH. S., Kottayain 
Govt. G. H. S., Thodupuzha 


3 
4 


5 


6 


7 


Govt. G. H. S., Ernakulam 


State Seed Farm , 
Karunagapally, Quilon 
State Seed Farm , Adoor 
District Agricultural Farm , 
Mavelikkara 
District Agricultural Farm , 
Kozha, Kottayam 
Vegitable Farm , 
Vandiperiyar 
Office of the Asst . Agricul 
tural Engineer, Vyttila 
Dist. Agricultural Farm , 
Mannuthy, Trichur 
Dist. Agricultural Farm , 
Chungathara 
State Seed Farm , Alathur 
State Seed Farm , 
Perambra, Calicut 
Dist. Agricultural Farm , 
Taliparamba, Cannanore 


8 


Govt. Model B. H. S., Trichur 
Govt. Girls H. S., Trichur 
Govt. Boys H. S., Malappuram 


9 


10 


Palghat 


11 


B. E. M.H. S., Palghat 
Govt. Model Girls H.S., 
Calicut 
Govt. B. T. S., Cannanore 


12 


G. 1741J 


2 


Eligibility 

Candidates who have passed the Theory Examination held in 23rd 
May 1979 alone are eligible to appear for the Practical Examination . The 
candidates will take the Practical Test at their respective Centres in the 
serial order of their Register Nos. No separate intimation will be sent to 
the candidaies but they are to be guided by this Notification . Candidates 
should bring with them the admission ticket already issued for the Theory 
Part of tie Examination . No candidates will be admitted for this Exami 
nation without admission tickets issued from this office . 
Issue of Duplicate Admission Ticket 

Duplicate Admission Tickets will however be issued to the candidates 
in genuine cases of loss of the original if applied for, with a chalan of Rs. 5 
remittet in the name of the candidate in the Head of Account " 077 B (c ) 
Other receipts" and with a copy of his /her Passport Size Photograph 
affixed in a blank form of the Admission Ticket and attested by a Gazetted 
Officer of the State Central Government, provided the Commissioner 
is satisfied the reasons thereon . 
General Instructions 

The candidates are expected to handle the instruments, Machinery 
etc., entrusted to them in connection with the Practical test, with atmost 
care so as to avoid damages. The cost of damages to articles, if any, due 
to candidates negligent way of handling will be recovered in full from the 
candidates concerned . 

No scrutiny of marks will be allowed for the Practical Test. 

There will be no postponement of the Examination even if the dates 
fixed for the Practical Test are hereafter declared as Holidays unless other 
wise notified from this Office . The Time Table annexed will be strictly 
followed. 


Reg. Nos. 


From 


TO 


TIME TABLE 
Practical Name of Centre at Day and Time 
Test which the Oral date 
Centre and Practical Test 
No. will be conducted 
(1) ( 2) 

( 3) 
1 State Seed Farm , 30-10-1979 9 a.m. to 
Ulloor, Trivandrum Tuesday 12 Noon 

2 p.m. to 

5 p.m. 
31-10-1979 9 a.m. to 
Wednesday 12 noon 

2 p.m.to 
5 p.m. 


(5 ) (6 ) 
Lower 4 
Higher 601 
Higher 696 


24 
693 


792 


794 


866 


Higher 
Higher 


867 


992 


3 


( 3) 


(4 ) 


(5 ) 


(6 ) 


(1 ) (2 ) 
2 State Seed Farm , 

Karunagapally, 
Quilon 


25. 97A 


30-10-1979 
Tuesday 


994 
1054 


1053 
1116 


31-10-1979 
Wednesday 


9. a.m. to Lower 
12 noon 
2 p.m.to 
5 p.m. Higher 
9 a.m.to Higher 
12 noon 
2 p.m. to Higher 
5 p.m. 
9 a.m. to Higher 
12 noon 
2 p.m. to Higher 


1117 


1175 


1176 


1234 


3 State Sced Farm , 
Adoor, Quilon 

BATCH A 


30-10-1979 
Tuesday 


1237 


1298 


5 p.m. 


1299 


1351 


31-10-1979 
Wednesday 


1352 


1403 


BATCH B 


1404 


1459 


30-10-1979 
Tuesday 


1460 


1527 


9 a.m. to Higher 
12 noon 
2 p.m. to Higher 
5 p.m. 
9 a.m. to Higher 
12 noon 
2 p.m. to Higher 
5 p.m. 
9 a.m. 10 Higher 
12 noon 
2 p.m. to Higher 
5 p.m. 
9 a.m. to Lower 
12 noon 


1531 


1581 


31-10-1979 
Wednesday 


1582 1633B 


102 


160 


30-10-1979 
Tuesday 


4 District Agricultu 

ral Farm , 
Mavelikkara 

BATCH A 


2 p.m.to 


Higher 


1634 


1680 


5 p.m. 


1631 


1724 


31-10-1979 
Wednesday 


9 a.m. to Higher 
12 noon 
2 p.m. to Higher 


1725 


1770 


5 p.m. 


1771 


181 


BATCH B 


30-10-1979 

Tuesday 


1819 


1869 


9 a.m. to Higher 
12 noon 
2 p.m.to Higher 
5 p.m. 
9 a.m.to Higher 

. 
12 noon 
2 p.m.to Higher 


1871 


1922 


31-10-1979 
Wednesday 


1923 


1974 


5 p.m. 


4 


(4 ) 


(1 ) ( 2 ) 
5 District Agricultu 

ral Farm , Kozha , 
Kottayam 


(3 ) 
30-10-1979 
Tuesday 


(5 ) 
Lower 
Higher 


(6 ) 
161 240 
1975 2005 


9 a.m. to 
12 noon 


2121 


2 p.m.to Higher 2006 


5 p.m. 


2122 


2240 


31-10-1979 
Wednesday 


2241 


2339 


9 a.m. to Higher 
12 noon 
2 p.m. to Higher 
5 p.m. 
9 a.m.to 

Lower 
12 noon Higher 


30-10-1979 
Tuesday 


243 
2341 


254 
2395 


6 Vegetable Farm , 

Vandiperiyar, 

Idukki 
7 Office of the Asst. 

Agricultural 
Engineer, Vyttila 
Ernakulam 


30-10-1979 
Tuesday 


263 
2396 
2453 


332 
2452 
2539 


9 a.m. to 

Lower 
12 noon Higher 
2 p.m. to Higher 
5 p.m. 
9 a.m. to Higher 
12 noon 
9 a.m. to Higher 


2540 


2622 


31-10-1979 
Wednesday 
30-10-1979 
Tuesday 


2623 


2679 


12 noon 


8 District Agricultu 

ral Farm , 
Mannuthy, Trichur 

BATCH A 


2 p.m. to 


Higher 


2680 


2732 


5 p.m. 


2733 


2781 


31-10-1979 
Wednesday 


9 a.m. to Higher 
12 noon 
2 p.m.to Higher 
5 p.m. 


2782 


2831 


BATCH B 


333 


451 


30-10-1979 
Tuesday 


2832 


2880 


1 


2881 


2928 


31-10-1979 
Wednesday 


9 a.m.to 

Lower 
12 noon 
2 p.m. to Higher 
5 p.m. 
9 a.m. to Higher 
12 noon 
2 p.m.to Higher 
5 p.m. 
9 a.m. to Lower 
12 noon Higher 


2929 


2984 


452 
2988 


463 
3047 


9 District Agricultu 30-10-1979 

ral Farm , Chunga- Tuesday 

thara, Malappuram 
10 State Seed Farm , 30-10-1979 

Alathur, Palghat Tuesday 


9 a.m , to 
12 noon 


Lower 
Higher 


466 
3052 


486 
3169 


5 


(1 ) 


(2 ) 


(3 ) 


(5 ) 


(6 ) 


489 


524 


11 State Seed Farm , 

Perambra , Calicut 


30-10-1979 
Tuesday 


3173 


3332 


9 a.m. tc 

Lower 
12 noon 
2 p.m. to Higher 
5 p.m. 
9 a.m. to 

Lower 
12 noon Higher 
2 p.m. to Higher 
5 p.m. 


12 District Agricultu 

ral Farm , Talipa 
ramba , Cannanore 


30-10-1979 
Tuesday 


525 
3339 
3436 


544 
3434 
3545 


Office of the Commssioner for 
Government Examinations, 

Pareeksha Bhavan , 
Trivandrum . 


( Sd.) 
Secretary to the Commissioner 
for Government Examinations. 


G. 17415 
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PART III 
സംസ്ഥാനത്തെ ഹൈസ്ക്കൂൾ ലൈബറിക്ക് അംഗീകാരം 

കൊടുത്ത പുസ്തകങ്ങളുടെ ലിസ്ററ 
No. PR2141081 78 . 

21st September 1979. 
കമ 

പുസ്തകത്തിന്റെ ഗന്ഥകർത്താവിൻറ ( പസാധകന്റെ 
നമ്പർ ിര 

പേര 
(1) (2 ) 

( 3) 


പേര 


1 . 


ഓയിൽ പെയിൻറിംഗ 


എസ്. എൻ. 
ലാരിയസ 


2. കുട്ടികൾക്ക് 101 കഥകൾ 


3 , തീർത്ഥയാത 


ഡാ , പി , എം , 
കൃഷ്ണൻ 
ഗുരുക്കൾ 


എസ്. എൻ. ലാരിയസ്, 
എച്ച്. എസ്. സ്കൂൾ 
ഓഫ് ആർട്ട്സ്, 
ആലപ്പുഴ. 
കെ . ബാലാമണി അമ്മ 
പാപററർ , 
കിങ്ങിണിബുക്ക് 
സ്ററാൾ , പാലക്കാട് . 
ഡാ , പി , എം . കെ . 
ഗുരുക്കൾ , 
പി . ഒ, ചെറുവത്തൂർ, 
കണ്ണൂർ. 

കെ , എൻ, ഗോപാല 
പിളള, റിട്ട . പാഫസർ, 
മെലക്കാട്, കൊട്ടിയം, 
ടി 
ടി 
ഫാ . ഫിലിപ്പ് തയ്യിൽ, 
ഡോൺ ബോസ്കെ 
പബ്ലിക്കേഷൻ സെന്റർ, 
പളളുരുത്തി. 

ടി 


4 , 


സജ്ജീവിനി 


കെ , എൻ. 
ഗോപാല പിളള 


5. വിദ്യാധി രാജ വിജയം 
6. ഭക്തി ദീപിക 
7 . ഡോമത്തിയാസ 


ടീ 

ടി 
ഫാദർ 
പോൾമോൽഗോർ 


തയ്യിൽ 


8. ത്യാഗവീരൻ 

ഫാ . ഫിലിപ്പ് 
9 . സാമ്പത്തിക ശാസ്തം കരുവാററ 
ഒരു പഠനം 

സരസ്വതി 
10 . ധനവും ക്ഷമവും 

ടി 
11 . വൈകി വന്ന വസന്തം 

s1 
വഴി തെറ്റി വന്ന യാതക്കാരൻ ടി 
13 . അവികസിത രാജ്യങ്ങൾ 

ടീ 
14 . റാഹേൽ 

കെ . ആർ. എസ്. 
കുന്നപ്പുഴ, 

പുതുവൽ വീട്, 
G. 170/J . 
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15. മഹത്തായ മാപ്പിളി 

കെ , കെ .മുഹമ്മദ് 
സാഹിത്യ പാരമ്പര്യം അബ്ദുൽ കരിം 
16. അപരാതി 

കുട്ടികൃഷ്ണൻ, ആർട്ട് ലിങ്ക് പബ്ലി 

നാരായണനഗരം ക്കേഷൻസ്, മാഹി, 
17. ( പട 

കെ , ആർ. 

കൈതക്കൽ ഗ്രന്ഥാ 
നാരായണൻ 

ലയം പടിഞ്ഞാറേ 

പെരുവാരം, 
18 . തീരം തേടി 

പല്ലന ആനന്ദൻ, 
( ശ്രീരംഗം, 

പല്ലന പി . ഒ , 
19. എലി വാണങ്ങൾ 

കെ . ആർ. 

കൈതയ്ക്കൽ 
നാരായണൻ 

ഗ്രന്ഥാലയം.. 
20. ആരോഗ്യവും 

എ , സി , സെൽമൺ ഓറിയൻറൽ മാക്കുവാൻ 
ദീർഘായുസ്സും 

പബ്ലിഷിംഗ് ഹൗസ 
21. കൈരളി ഭഗവത്ഗീത ഇസഹാക്ക് സാഹിബ്, 

മരതൂർകുളങ്ങര, 

ആലുംകോട് പി . ഒ, 
22. സ്വർണ്ണമേഘങ്ങൾ 

പൊന്നക്കാട് 
ഗോപാലകൃഷ്ണൻ, 
കവിത , പന്തല്ലൂർ, 

നീലഗിരി , 
23. ജീവിക്കുന്ന സാഹിത്യ എ . എൻ. ഇ . 
കാരൻമാർ 6 വാല്യം സുവർണ്ണവല്ലി, 

നീലേശ്വരം. 
24 . ബറിന്റെ കഥ 

എം . ബഷീർകുട്ടി 
മലമേൽ തെക്കേതിൽ, 

വടക്കുംതല. 
25. ( പിയവിയോഗം 

പുതുപ്പളളിൽ 
പ്, കെ . പണിക്കർ, 
(ബഹ്മവിദ്യാലയം 

മന്ദിരം, കായംകുളം, 
26 . ബന്ധങ്ങൾ 

എ . എൻ. ഇ . സഹൃദയാ ബുക്, 
ബന്ധനങ്ങൾ 

സുവർണ്ണവല്ലി, നീലേശ്വരം, കണ്ണൂർ. 
27 . തപതീ സവരണം 

പി . കെ , പണിക്കർ വിവേകോദയം. 

പിൻറിംഗ് പബ്ലി 
ഷിംഗ് കമ്പനി, 

മാടായിക്കോണം, 
28. സാഹിത്യ മഞ്ജുഷ പുതുപ്പളളിൽ 

പി , കെ . പണിക്കർ, 
( ബഹ്മവിദ്യാലയ 

മന്ദിരം, കായംകുളം, 
20 , പന്തളത്തിന്റെ തിക്കാ മഹാകവി പന്തളം 

ടുത്ത ക്യതികൾ വാല്യം കേരളവർമ്മ സെൻറി 
ഒന്നും രണ്ടും 

നറി സെലിബഷൻ 
കമ്മററി, പന്തളം, 
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30. കിൻറുപ്പുംകൂട്ടുകാരും മൂർക്കോത്ത് ആര്യഭാരതി പബ്ലിഷേ 

കുഞ്ഞപ്പ 

g " സ് , കോട്ടയം. 
31. ജാലവിദ്യ കഥകൾ 

എസ്. ശിവദാസ 

ടി 
32. കറുത്ത തൊപ്പികൾ ഡി . ബി . കുറുപ്പ് 

ടി 
33 . ചാവേർ ചന്തുണ്ടി അനന്തു 

ടി 
34 . അഗ്നിയിൽ വാർത്ത അജിതഭവനം ലൈല 

ടി 
ഹൃദയം 
35 , കുരുക്ഷേത്രത്തിന്റെ ഉഭേന്ദ്രൻ 

ടി 
നെടുവീർപ്പുകൾ 
36 . അങ്ങനെതന്നെ 

വി , പി . മുഹമ്മദ് 
37 ബുദ്ധിപരീക്ഷകൾ കെ , എ . മോസ്സസ รา 
38 . തേൻ തുളളികൾ 

ടി 
39 . മനശാസ്ത നിഘണ്ടു പി , ഏ . ജി . നായർ സമസ്യ ബുക്സ്, 

തിരുവല്ല . 
, 40 . കവനകൗമുദി 

മഹാകവി പന്തളം 

കേരളവർമ്മ ശത 
വാർഷിക സ്വാഗത 

സംഘം, പന്തളം, 
41 . വത്തരത്നാകരം 

പുതുപ്പളളിൽ (ബഹ്മവിദ്യാലയ 

പ്, കെ , പണിക്കർ മന്ദിരം, കായംകുളം. 
42 . വളളത്തോൾ ജൻമ 

പാ . എ . ബാല 
ശതാബ്ദി സ്മരണിക കൃഷ്ണ വാരിയർ 
43 , ലക്ഷദ്വീപ 

കെ . ഗോപിനാഥ്, ജോതിസ്, മലപ്പറമ്പ , 
44 , (ബഹ്മാണ്ഡം 

പുന്നക്കുടി 

കെ . പി . ശങ്കരപ്പിളള. 
45 . (പാണി ലോകം 

കെ , എ . ഗംഗാധരൻ. 
46 . ബാലകഥാപാല 

പി , ഹംസ . 
List of English Books approved for use in High School Libraries 
Name of Book 

Name of Author Name of Publishers 
1 . Vandematharam 

Rangaraja St. Nivedita Academy, 

Madras. 
2. Jobs and Carreer 

Director Indian 
Personality 

Institute of Interna 
tional under Standy 

Delhi. 
3 . Mahakavi Ulloor 

Dr. K.M.George Mahakavi Ulloor 

Memorial Library, 

Trivandruitm . 
4. Kasthur Bhagavath 

Prof. P. C. Devasia 

(Sd.) 
Office ofthe Director of 

For Director. 
Public Instruction , 

Trivandrum . 


